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Foreword

Thxs Nmth Annual Report to the. Congrcss on thc 1mplcmcntat;on of the Educatnon

of the Handicapped Act (EHA) continues our reporting on the progress made since

passage of the ongmal lcgnslatnon in 1975. Thxs report, in order to be rcspons:vc

to the additional data reporting requirements established by the Congress in the

Educat:on of thc Handxcappcd Act Amcndmcnts of 1983 PL 98 199 provxdcs a

handxcappcd chxldrcn and youth. In addmon the Congrcss rcqu:rcd that ‘a
description of our compliance monitoring - activities and- findings be included in
this Annual Report. Finally, th¢ Amendments of 1983 included a number of

reporting -requirements related to our discretionary programs. The resuit of these
additional reporting réquircments_is a significantly more detailed profile of the

status and condition of national efforts to provide all handicapped children a frie

appropriate public education: Information on the 1985-86 school year is
presented:

Th& mformanon in ttus rcport clearly attests to strong chcral Statc and local

programmatic and fiscal commitments, and the efforts of schools andjarcnts to
develop new partnerships in the education of handxcappcd children.. This report
documents differences among States in the special education and related services
provided students within the framework of the EHA. There are variations_ in the

number of preschool handxcappcd children receiving special education and related

services; the settings -in _which ;lcmcntary and_ secondary aged children with

handxcaps receive_special cducatxon, and in how and when children with handicaps

leave school.. Our Federal initiatives as presented in this report address some of

the issues undcrlymg this vanabxhty

our knowlcdgc and undcrstandmg, dqvclopcd new approachcs and odels for

improving instruction, learning, and the delivery of special education and related

services; and strengthened our _national capacity to .enhance the - quality of

cducatxon for ail handicapped children. These cfforts by Fedcral and State

agencies, direct service providers, institutions of hHigher cducatxon, and parents
provide the basis for significantly advancing current practicé in nrder that all
children_with handicaps are¢ provided the educational opportunities necessary to
lead fulfilling and independent lives:

Madeleine- Will

Assistant Secretary, - -
Office of Special Educatxon
and Rehabilitive Services

J



~ Section 618(f)(1) of Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA-
B) (20. US.C. 1401, 1411 et seq) requires the Secretary to transmit to Congress

an _annual report that describes the progress being made in implementing the Act:
This is the ninth annual report that has been prepared to provide Congress with a
continuing description of our Nation’s-progress in providing a free appropriate
public education for all handicapped children.

- Each chapter describes one of the four purposes of the Act as established by

Section 601(c) of the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA). Thess four
purposes are (1) to assure that all handicapped children receive a free appropriate
public_education, (2) to assure that the rights of handicapped children and their
parents or guardians are protected, (3) to assist States and localities to provide

for the education of all handicapped children; and (4) to assess and assure the
effectiveness of efforts to educate handicapped children.

_ The information presented in this report was obtained from several sources.

National statistics on numbers of children receiving special education and related
services, numbers of handicapped children receiving special education in various

settings, and numbers of school personnel available and needed to provide such
services are reported annually to the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP)
by the States. The EHA-B child count information is based on the number of
handicapped children receiving special education and related services on Décember
1, 1985. The remainder of the information on settings and personnel was provided
for school year 1984-85;

OSEP’s monitoring visits to the States during school years 1984-85 and 1985-

86 have provided additional national data on the progress of implementation.- The

reporting requirements established under the Education of the Handicapped Act

Amendments of 1983, P.L. 98-199, and those of 1986, P.L. 99-457, have yiclded a

substantial amount of descriptive information on discretionary programs. This
information includes: the evaluation of discretionary programs incorporated _in
Chapter _ III; the extensive descriptive and tabular information . from  the

Handicapped Children’s Early Education Program; including a cross-agency analysis

of services provided through other programs at national, State, and local levels

(Appendix D); and -information from special studies designed to describs, analyze,
and disseminate findings on the progress being. made to implement EHA-B,

Chapter III also includes a report on Federal, State; and local expenditures.

- The appendices also contain the annual reports to Congress specified by Part

F, Section 653, on the Media and Materials Centers, and a current reconciliation
of data on the Deaf-Blind population;
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This Ninth ¢ u port to Congress examines the progress bexng made to
1mplement the requrrcments mandated by the Education of the Handicapped Act
(EHA), P.L. 94-142, and its subsequent amendments. The purposes of the Act, as
stated in Section 601 {c), are

(1) to assure that all handicapped children have available to
them a free appropriate public education,

(2) to assure that the rights of handicapped children and their

parents are protected,

3) to assist States and localities to provide for the education of
all handicapped children, and

(4) to assess and assure the effectiveness of efforts to educate
handicapped children.

This report provides a detailed description for the 1985-86 school year of

the activities undertaken to_implement the Act and an assessment of the 1mpact

and ecffectiveness of its requirements: The following sections provide bricf

summaries of the information presented in the body of this report.

The States reported that 4,370,244 handrcapped chxldren recexved specral

,Imprqvementhgtﬁ - State Operated Programs (ECIA (SOP)) and EHA-B durmg
school year 1985-86. Only about 7,000 more studénts were served in 1985-86 than
had been served in 1984-85. This is the smallest annual increase in the number

of handicapped children and youth receiving special education and related services

since the enactment of P.L. 94-142. As a percentage of school enrallment, the
number of handrcapped chlldren served decreased slrghtly between 1984-85 and
1985-86 from ll 19 percent to 10 97 ‘percent; thxs ‘was the fxrst decrease in the

The proport:on of chnldren scrved by age group under EHA-B did not change

rnarkedly between 1984-85 and 1985-86. Children aged 6 through 11 represented

48 percent of students receiving special education and related services under
EHA-B, students aged 12 through 17 represented 41 percent. The number of
students aged three through five served represented 6.3 percent of students

receiving special education and related services. Thé number of 18 to 21 year



olds served under EHA-B has continued to increase at a greater rate than the

overall 3 through 21 year old handicapped population. Between 1984-85 and 1985

8, the number of 18 to 21 year old students receiving special education and

related services increased 2.2 percent, from 2.6 to 4.8 percent; the increase for
the all students served under EHA-B was 0.2 percent. Children aged three to five

represeated about 6 percent of the students served, an increase of .6 percent.

__In 1985-86, all States reported the number of children and youth served

under EHA-B by individual age years. The number of children served increased

steadily from age three to eight. The number served peaked at age 8 and slowly

declined from there until age 14 when there was a slight increase. At age 15,
the number of children served decreased rapidly as handicapped youth began to
leave school.

When the propartion of students served undér Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and

EHA-B is examined by iiandicapping -condition, some changes are observed from

the previous school year. Learning disabled children presently account for 42.8
percent of all children receiving special education and related services. The
number of children reported as learning disabled grew only 1.8 percent over the
last 2 years. The number of children repotted as mentally retarded decreased by

44 percent, currently, mentally retarded children account for 15.7 percent of all
handicapped children served. Emotionally disturbed children account for 8.6
percent of the studenis served; the number of children classified as emotionally

disturbed increased 1.0 percent over the past 2 years:

_Hard of hearing and deaf children account for 1.6 percent of the

handicapped students served while visually handicapped and deaf-blind children
each account for less than 1 percent of the population. The number of children
categorized as hard of hearing and deaf, and the number of visually handicapped

students ecach decreased by 4 percent from 1984-85 to 1985-86 while the number
of deaf-blind children increased by 74U percent over the same period.
Multihandicapped students constitute 2:1 percent of the students served; this was

an jncrease of 25 percent in the number of children served over the number’
served in 1984-85.

___Information was reported by the States for the first time on the number of

related services received by handicapped children during the 1984-85 school year.
Nearly 5.8 million related services were provided to the 4.4 ‘million handicapped
children .and youth who received special education and related services.
Transportation was the most prevalent related service provided with over | million

students receiving this service. Diagnostic services and psychological services
were cach provided to about three-fourths of a million students. The number of
related services provided to students varied depending on the severity of the
handicapping condition. For example, an average of more than 10 related services
was provided to cach deaf-blind student while speech or language impaired

children received an average of one related service for each child counted.



Durmg the 1984-85 school ycar, the majonty of handicapped chxldrcn

received special education and related services in settings with nonhandicapped

students. . Nearly 27 percent received special education in regular classes, 42

perceni received services in resource rooms, and nearly 24 percent were placcd in

separate classes within regular education buildings. Significant variation in
placement patterns existed among the various - handicapping conditions: = For
example, while most lecarning disabled and speech or language impaired students

were served in regular_classes or resource rooms, over 50 percent of mentally
retarded students were placed in separaté classes.

Statcs rcportcd that thc number of special_ cducat:on teachers ciﬁblbyéd

1rtt:rcascd between 1983-84 and 1984-85. Adjusting for the différences in reporting

requirements for these years, the number of _special educators increased from

268,629 to 274, 519 an incréase of 2 percent compared with a 0.5 percent increase

in the number of students served under Chapter | of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B
during the same period:

. Categories of special educators that increased included teachers of the

mentally retarded, learning disabled, emotionally disturbed, multihandicapped,

speech impaired, hard of hearing and dcat‘ and other health impaired. Categories

that decreased were teachers of the orthopedically impaired, the visually
handxcappcd, and the deaf-blind.

States and Insular Areas reportcd that 22 852 addxtnonal tcachcrs wcrc

nccdcd to fill vacancies and replace uncertified staff. The categories of special

education teachers reported by States as the most needed parallelcd the relative

prcvalrncc of handicapping conditions.  States rcportcd that the greatest

proportional increase needed was for teachers to serve learning disabled, mentally

retarded, emotionally disturbed, and spccch or languagc impaired students. These
four categories accounted for 84 percent of all teachers needed and 93 percent of
students served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-3.

The number of personnel other than spccnal educators cmploycd in 1984 85

was 219,737. This represented an increase of 7 percent over the count reported

in 1983-84. States reported an increase of 8,144 staff other than special

educators was needed to f{ill. vacancies and replace . uncertified staff. In

proportion to the¢ number of personnel employed, physical therapists and

occupational thcrapxsts were the most needed personnel, followed by SEA
supervisors and administrators.

xvii 19



Data on handxcappcd studcnts cxmng from school was collcctcd for the
1984-85 school year and is reported for the first time in this report. A total of
212,000 handicapped students 16 years-and older were reported to have exited the
educational system. Of this total, 39 percent graduated with a diplocma, 15

percent graduated with a_ ccrtnfxcatc of __completion; 4 percent. reached the

maximum age for services, 21 percent dropped out, and 18 percent either left for

other reasons or. the reason for exit was unknown: Though significant variation

existed among States;, these data demonstrate that a large number of handicapped

youth received diplomas. The drop-out rate was significant particularly for the

emotionally disturbed population who have a drop-out rate of 29 percent.
Anticipated Services

Undcr thc 1983 Amcndments to EHA OSEP is provndmg data to Congrcss for

the first time on the services students exiting the educational system are
antxcnpatcd to need in the following school year. Based on the rcsponscs from 50
States and Insular Areas, approximately 461,000 transitional services were

anticipated to be needed in 1985-86. The largest number of services needed were

yocatwnal/trammg services followed by counseling/guidance and vocational

placement services. The type of services anticipated to be needed differed greatly
by handxcappmg condition. States rcportcd 34,751 students needing no services:

Comparmg these data with the data on the numbcr of students exltmg the

cciucatxonal system, about two services were found to be antncnpated per student.

Not uncxpcctedly, the learning disabled and speech impaired students needed the

fewest services pcr pupil, about one per student. The deaf-blind and

multihandicapped students were believed to need the most transitional services per

pupil, 7 and 6, respectively. For all of the exiting students; about one- -third were

anticipated to need counsclmg and guidance, vocatnonal/trammg services, and

vocational placement. = About one quarter were in need of evaluation for

vocational rehabilitation services:

thle thcse data were largcly cstnmatcd by the Statcs thcy provndc the hrst

The number of chxldren and h with handicaps needing improved services
were reported for the 1984-85 ... | year by 51 States and Insular Areas:
Almost 450,000 students were reported as needing improved services. Of the total
number of students served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B in 1984- 85,

12.3 percent were_in need of improved services. Learning disabled and speech or

language impaired students were least likely to need 1mprovcd services while the

severely handicapped were most in need of 1mprovcd services. When the data on

children needing improved services by age group is compared to the EHA-B child



count by age group, the I8 to 21 year oid age group was most in need of

improved services followed by the three to five year old age group.

The number of States indicating a need for various types of improved
services were:

instructioral programs - 43 States;

o

®  vocational education - 42 States;
®  assessment - 34 States;

e  instructional settings - 32 States;
° evaluation - 27 States; and

o

physical education programs - 23 States.

The related services most frequently indicated as needing improvement included
physical therapy (39 States), occupational therapy (37 States), psychological
services (33 States), and parent/training (32 States).

... Several areas of concern were evident in the descriptions provided by the
States of the specific improvements needed for special education programs and
services. These arcas of improvement were personnel training and availability;

preschool programs; transitional programs; programs for specific handicapping
conditions; evaluation and assessment; rural special education; and interagency
cooperation.

Imy

Assuring the Rights of Handicapped Children

_ . The key provisions of EHA provided an unprecedented opportunity for

parents_and schools to join together in a partnérship to plan; implement and

cvaluate cducational programs for children with handicaps. Since the enactment
of EHA there has been a steady expansion of parent and disability organizations
and coalitions; these groups provide the knowledge, skills, and support necessary
for parents to participate as full partners with schools in their children’s
¢ducation. . National informaticn networks have been established with Federal
funding to support these efforts and to provide families and students with

information on programs and services. As parents over the last 10 years have
assumed their rights and opportunities under EHA-B, they have worked extensively

to create effective partnerships with their children’s schools. This experienice has
been characterized by significant variability in the willingness and capacity of
schools and. parents to cooperatively identify, address, and resolve the needs of
children with handicaps. While the due process requirements of EHA have been
implemented and provide a means for resolving disputes between. schools and

parents, unanticipated fiscal and personal costs have sometimes resulted,
Consequently, State and local educational agencies have established supplementary
opportunities such as mediation prior to due process hearings to enable schools
and parents to resolve disputes in a less costly manner.

Xix -

21



Federal Statc and local use of entitlement and discretionary monies
authorized under EHA have resulted in developing effective models and approaches
for addressing the complex program and service needs associated with carly
intervention; preschool programs; integration of regular and special education
services; and provision of transitional services. These advances have the ﬁéiéﬁiiéi
for significantly improving current practice. The continuing challenge is to

hasten the transfer of these models and approaches to teacher training and direct
service programs.

~ The 1984-85 annual data reports included a data rcqulrcmcnt mandatcd by
Section 618 of the EHA Amendments of 1983, that States report funds expended
for special education and related services during school year 1982-83; these funds

expended were to be all costs associated with providing special education and

related_services to handicapped children and youth that are above and beyond the

costs of providing regulir education programs to nonhandicapped students:

For 1982- 83 thc Statcs and Insular Areas reportcd spending almost 312

,,,,,

bnlhon dollars on special education and related services. About 8.5 percent of

these monies were attributed to Federal sources, about 54 percent to State

sources and about 38 percent to local sources. Approximately 60 percent of the
total was expended for special education _programs; 40 percent -was expended for
related services. Per pupil expenditures for all childrén served under Chapter 1

of ECIA and EHA-B, ranged from $679 to $5,970. The average per pupil
expenditure was $2,788.

Fédéfﬁi sourccs fundcd bctwecn 1.2 percent and 75 percent of total

expenditures for special education and 2 to 66 percent for related services.
According to data provided by 39 States, expenditures from State sources for
special education ranged from 24 percent to about 88-percent; and expenditures
for related services rangéd from about 12 percent to 86 percent. Responses from

these States indicated that _expenditures from local sources for special education

ranged between 4 and 66 percent; for related services, the range was from 4 to

79 percent.




_ Federal and State cfforts atutes, regulatio
and administrative policies governing the -education of ‘handicapped children are

0 monitor compliance with- statutes, regulations,

characterized by improvements in the precision and continuity of their procedures.
Federal monitoring efforts have been strengthened by integrating a wider and

more extensive base of State information for reviewing not only the substance but

also the outcomes associated with specific policies. State educational agencies are
continuing to expand their monitoring efforts to assure continuous oversight of

Statewide implementation of EHA-B. This progression from intermittent to
continuous _monitoring is evidenced in the SEAS® increased. use¢ of information

obtained from local applications, complaint management systems, due process
hearings; annual data reports, on-site visits; and. public comment for purposes of
assessing and assuring compliance. While the State educational agencies continue
to_enhance the overall effectiveness of their monitoring procedures; the general
supervision requirements persist as a_significant challenge. Feéderal, State, and
local efforts to assess the impact and effectiveness of programs and services
provided tc children with handicaps is evidenced in their program. evaluation
activities, These evaluation activities are increasingly drawing attention to school
and pupil performance, and the findings are being utilized for both program

improvement as well as to better establish school and student accountability.
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Students Receiving a Free Appropriate
Public Education

_ The first of four purposes established by Part B of the Education of the
Handicapped Act (EHA-B) is "to assure that all handicapped children have

available to them a free appropriate public education which emphasizes special

education and related services designed to meet their unique needs” (Sec. 601(c)).

Since school year 1976-77, States have reported the number of handicapped
children receiving special education and related services by handicapping condition
and age range. This information has helped to determine the extent to which the

nation’s handicapped children are receiving a free appropriate public eéducation in
accordance with the Act.

_The enactment of the EHA Amendments in 1983 changed the EHA State

reporting requirements. Prior to that child count information was reported by
States for age groups three through five; six through 17, and 18 through 21. In

school year 1984-85, States were required to report child count informatioh for
age groups three through five, six through 11, 12 through 17, and 18 through 21.

Thesc data were summarized in the 1986 Congressional Report. Beginning with
the 1985-86 school year data for discrete ages; three-year-olds, four-year-olds,

etc; weie required to be reported by States. This chapter discusses these data

along with the count of handicapped children under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP); this
is a count of children birth to 20 years of age.

_ This chapter also summarizes data that have been submitted by States since
the enactment of P.L. 94-142 that include numbers of personnel employed and

nceded in the delivery of special education and related services and data on the

cducational placements . of handicapped students, e.g., resource rooms, self-

contained special classes, residential facilities, etc. Over the years these

personnel data have assisted in understanding personnel shortages and determining

the nation’s success in responding to these needs. Continuing shortages confirm

the _ importance of consistent collection of data. Data on placements of

handicapped children are critical for describing the primary educational gettings in

which students are served, for éxamining the implementation of the least
restrictive environment requiréments, and for assessing State variation in the use
of various placement alternatives. The placement information presented for the
1984-85 school year, while consistent with that collected in previous years;
reflects revisions to the data. As a result of these revisions, thé data now
collected are improved over that available in previous reports. The data aré not
directly comparable, howe

¢, however, so somec analyses discussed in previous reports,. ie;
year-to-year changes in data, are not included in this report. To facilitate
interpretation of these revised data submissions from States, OSEP asked each
State to describe methods and procedures used in reporting this information. In
the discussions that follow, explanations received from the States are used to

assist in understanding the data.



‘The EHA AméﬁdEEn ts mandated other State reportmg requrrements of EHA.

These new data are displayed for the first time in this report and are discussed

in_this chapter. Demand for these data has been substantial Among these new

requirements are data on handicapped youth exiting school and anticipated
services required by these youth, information on special education and related
services in need of improvement, and numbers of handicapped children and ycuth

receiving related services The information on handlc.appcd youth CXltlng the

analysis of the comparative graduation ratés among the States and an cvaluation
of the severity of the dropout problem among handicapped youth; it will also

facilitate planning by adult service-agencies for transition services. The data on

programs and services in neced_of improvement will be useful in helping direct

Statc and _Federal resources to mecting critical needs: Information on numbers of

children reeervmg various related services is critical to understanding who is

receiving services and in what magnitude.

Many States did not have data systems in place to collect and provide data
for the new requrrements of EHA for 1984-85. States were permitted to use
estimates for 1984-85 in providing these dszia. While these data seem to be
reasonable and interpretable; very little is known about the level of precision of

the State's - estimates. In _general;, the individual States appear. to have a

significant interest in the data therefore, the precision of these dats is likely to

improve considerably over the next few years. Beginning with the 1985-86 data,

which wxll be reported next year, OSEP Workmg w:th the States has improved

school year, OSEP will be working directly with Sctes to improve data collection

procedurés and to attémpt to ensure greater consistency from State to State in

the nature of the data they collect and report:

States reported 4,370,244 handicapped children were receiving special

educatron and related services under Chapter l of the Education Consohdatnon and

1984 85 school year. As shown in Table is therc has been an increase in the

number of children served under both laws since 1976-77; the cumulative growth
in the number of handicapped children counted from school year 1976-77 to 1985-

86 was 661, 33i ~an increase of 178 percent Increases in the number of

year; the mcrease over the past 2 years has been the smalles: year-to year
change thus far. (See Appendix Tablc EAS8.)

_ Variation among States in the nijnib'éi' of handicapped students_receiving

Areéas reported increases in the number of handxcapped children served under

.m '



Number and Change in Number of Children Aged Three to 21 Years
Counted Under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B
from School Year 1976-77 to 1985-86

Percent Change

in Total Number
R Served from - ) . ECIA
School Year Previous Year Total Served EHA-B (SOP)

1985-86 0.2 4,370,244 4,121,104 249,140
1984-85 0.5 4,362,968 4,113,312 249245

1983-84 1.0 4,341,399 4,094,108 247,291
1982-83 1.5 4,298,327 4,052,595 245,732
1981-82 1.3 4,233,282 3,990,346 242,936
1980-81 3.5 4,177,688 3,933,981 243,708

1979:80 3.0 4,026,219 3,802,475 233,744
1978-79 3.8 3,919,073 3,693,593 225,480
1977-78 1.8 5;777—,286 3,554,554 222,732
1976-77 = 3,708,913 3,485,088 223,825

a/ Beginning in 1984-85, the number of handicapped children reported
reflects revisions to State data received by the Office of Special

Education Programs following the July 1 grant award date, and

includes revisions reccived by October 1. Previous reports provided
data as of the grant award date.



Chaptcr 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B between 1984 85 and 1985-86, whxlc 26
States and Insular Areas rcportcd a dcchnc in thc total number of handicapped
children. As a percentage of school enrollment, the number of handicapped
children séi-i)éd ’dé’ci'éééi:’d Slightly b"ctWi:'cn 1984’85 an’d 1985’86 this ‘was thi: first

and the DxStnct of Columbxa the proportxon dccrcascd and in two Statcs the
proportion remained constant. (See Figure 1.)

Undcr Chabtéi' l -of ECIA (SOP) 249 140 studcnt< were served in 1985 86
this was a decrease of 579 students or 0.2 pércent from 1984-85. The largest

proportion of these students were mentally retarded (35.6 percent), followed by

emotionally disturbed pupils (17.5 percent). (See Table 3.)

Table 4 shows the number of children served under EHA-B. by agc rangc for

19&4 85 and 1985-86. In both years, chiidren aged six through 11 were the

largest group of special education students served. In 1985-86, there were
1,966,104 special education students in this age group, representing 47.7 percent
of studants receiving special education under EHA-B. The second largest group of
special education stndents was those aged 12 through 17.- There were 1,697,393
handlcappcd students aged 12 through 17, representing 412 -percent_of students

receiving special education under EHA-B.  The number. of _students aged six

through 11 increased by 0.6 percent BctWFcn 1984-85 and 1985-86, while tbc

number of students aged 12 through 17 decreased 0.5 percent over the same
period.

-In 1985-86, a- total of 196,676 students between 18 and 21 yearas of ag:

received special education Services; this was 4.8 percent of students receiving
special education under EHA-B. The largest proportion of thesc students were
learning disabled {41.0 percent) and mentally retarded (37.6 percent). From 1978-
79 (the first year a separate count of 18- to 21-year-olds was collected) to 1985-
86, the number of 18- to 2l-year-olds served under EHA-B increased by 92
percent. . From_ 1984-85 to 1985-86 there was an increase of 2.2 percent in the
number of 18- to 2i-year-old students served:
: The number of students aged three iﬁféiiéﬁ five served increased 0.6 percent
from 259,483 students in 1984-85 to 260,931 in 1985-86. In 29 States and Insular
Areas the number served increased, while in 26 the number served decreased. For
1985-86, this number represented 6.3 percent of students receivirg special
education under EHA-B. The number of students aged three through five served
under EHA-B has increased 33 percent from 196,223 students in 1976-77.
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TABLE 2

Percentage of School Enrollment Served as Handicapped,

by Handicapping Condition, for the 50 States
- and the District of Columbia

During School Years 1976-77, 1984-85, and 1985-86 &/

Handicapping Condition 1976-77 1984-85 1985-86

Learning Disabled = 1.79 4.72 4.73
Speech or Language Impaired 2.84 2.90 2.86
Mentally Retarded 2.16 1.84 1.68
Emotionally Disturbed 0.64 0.96 0.95
Other Health Impaired 0.32 0:18 0.17
Multihandicapped® - - 0:18 0.22
Hard of Hearing and Deaf 0:20 0.18 0.14
Orthopedically Impaired 0.20 0.15 0.14

Visually Handicapped 0.09 0.08 0.07
Deaf-Blind®/ - 0.01 0.01

Total 8.24 i1.19 10.97

a/  The percentages represent children from birth to age 20 served

under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and children aged three to 21
years old served under EHA-B as a percentage of the students

enrolled in prekindergarten through grade 12:

Data for these catégories were not collected in 1976-77.

I
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Figtire 1. Change In Proportion of Children Served Under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP)
and EHA-B Between School Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Increased

Decreased

NOTES: Number of children served is a percent of the students enrolled in fall, 1985
(pre-kindergarten- grade 12).

The proportion of handicapped children reported did fiot change for Indiana and Nevada.

No enroliment data were available for the Insular Areas.




TABLE 3
Number of Students Served Under Chapter |
of ECIA (SOP) by Handicapping Condition
During School Years 1976-77,
1984-85, and 1985-86

School Year

Handicapping Condition 1976-77 1984-85 1985-86

Learning Disabled® : 23,018 24,748
Speech or Language Impaired?®/ R 18,704 21,346

Mentally Retarded 131,487 95,108 88,593

Emotionally Disturbed 30,378 42,799 43,717
Hard of Hearing and Deaf 27.522 23,149 21,960

Multihandicapped® = o 17,717 20,408
Orthopedically Impaired 8,425 11,324 10,960
Other Health Impaired 16,095 7,269 7,607
Visually Handicapped 9,925 9,626 8,575
Deaf-Blind®/ : 1,005 1,226
All Conditions 223,832 249,719 249,140

a/ Data were not collected for these conditions in 197677,

TABLE 4

Number and Percent Change in Number of Children
___ Served Under EHA-B

During School Years 1984-85 and 1985-86

Number  Perce::

Age Group 1984-85 1985-86 Change  Change

6-11 1,954,664 1,966,104 11,340 0.6
2:17 1,706,727 1,697,393 -9,334 -0.5
8-21 192,438 196,676 4,238 2.2

321 4,113,312 4,121,104 7.793 0.2




. Data are not yet avaxlablc for thc 1985- 86 school year on thc xmmbar of
students birth to two years old served by the States, but for 1984-85, a total of
51 States and Insular Areas reported 36,533 handicapped children from birth
through two years of age receiving early special education. (See Appendix Table

EA10:)

In 1985-86; all States reported the number of children and -youth served
undCr EHA-B by individual age years. The additional mformatxon allows for more

dctaxlcd analys:s of .the handicapped population being served. The patterns of

service by handicapping condition and individual age year are discussed bélow.

____ Figure 2 depicts the age distribution of all handicapped children and youth
aged three through 21 _served under EHA-B during the 1985- 86 school year. AS

can bc seen in this figure;, the number of children served. rose with the increase

in age from three to cight, as students entered the school system and began to
receive services. The number served peaked at age eight and slowly declined
from there until age 14 when there was a slight increase. At age 15, the number

of children served decreéased rapidly as handicapped youth began to leave school.

Number of Learning Disabled Children Counted

. Lcarmng dnsabled chxldrcn prescntly account for 428 percent of all chxldrcn
served undcr Chaptcr l of ECIA (SOP) and EHA B Thc numbcr of children

iﬁéfééismg from 1, 839 292 in 1984 85 to 1872 339 in 1985 86 The number of

States _and. Insular Areas in which the number of_ learning . disabled students

increased between these years was 37, while the number decreased in 18 States
and Insular Areas.

. Examining the mndividual age year data for 1985-86, the number of three-,
four-; and five-year-olds -served by EHA-B increased at a constant rate. The
number of learning disabled students served increased significantls with the

increase in_age from six through 11, while the number of learning disabled

students aged 11 through 15 remained fa:rly constant. After age 15 (as students

began to leave the school system), the number of learning disablied students
decreased.

thﬁcﬁ handicapped population served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B.
The number of children reported as speech or language impaired decreased slightly
(0:1 percent) from 1,129,417 in 1984-85 to 1,128,471 in 1985-86. For 28 States and

Spccch or. languagc 1mpa1red chxldrcn currcntly account for 25.8 pcrccnt of
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Insular Arcas this number increased; for 28 it decreased. The number of speech

or language impaired children has decreased every year since 1976-77 when

1.302,666 students were reported served.

. Thc number cf; speech prﬁlgﬁnggagc impaired students served under EHA-B
increased dramatically during 1985-86 with the increase in age from age three
through seven as students entered the school system and were-identified as having
speech_or language problems. - It appears that because students with speech or
language problems are identified and served early, and because many of the
students’ problems are resolved; the number -of speech or  language impaired

students older than age seven served in 1985-86 decreased sharply

- Mentally rctardcd chlldrcn currcntly account for 15 7 pcrccnt of thc chlldrcn
from birth through 20 years old served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and
chxldrcn thrcc through 21 scrvcd undcr EHA-B Thc number cf chlldrcn rcpcrtcd

in 1985- 86 For 12 Statcs and Insular Areas thxs numbcr mcrcascd for 44 Statcs

and Insular Areas it decreased. In 1976-77 there were 969,547 mentally retarded
children; 26 percent fewer students were reported as mentally retarded in 1985-86
than in 1976-77:

mcrcascd stcadxly thh the increase, in agc from agcs three to 15 But thc trcnd

reversed, and the number of mentally retarded students served after age 15
decreased. Orne hypothesized reason for the increase in number of children served
through age 15 is that 10 years ago, as EHA-B was first being implemented, the
students. who _are now aged 15 were just entering the school system. Initially

these first students were identified as _mentally retarded. _ As services. cxpandcd

and became more comprehensive, it is possible that many of the students who .in

earlier years might have been labeled mentally retarded were classified and
received services under other handicapping conditions.

- Emotlonally dlsturbcd chxldrcn currcntly account for 86 pcrccnt of thc
handicapped population served under Chapter | of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B. The
fiimber of children reported as emotionally distiirbed grew 1.0 perceit, ificreasing
from 373,207 -in 1984-85 to--376,943 in- 1585-86. For 39 States- and Insular Areas
this number increased, while for 17 it decreased. The number of emotionally

disturbed children has increased 33.2 percent since 1976-77.

E Thc numbcr of studcnts class:f:cd as cmotnonally dxsturbcd undcr EHA-B rose
with the increase in age from ages six to 15. The number of emotionally
disturbed children served after age 15 decreased sharply, most probably due to
studenis exiting the school system. As discussed in a subsequent section, large
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proportions of emotionally disturbed students drop out of school beginning at age
16:

.. -Hard of hearing and deaf children_currently account for 1.6 percent of the
handicapped -population served under Chapter I of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B, while
visually handicapped and deaf-blind children each account for less than 1 percent
of the population. _The number of children categorized as hard of ‘hearing and

deaf and the number of visually handicapped students each decreased by 4 percent
from 1984-85 to 1985-86. The number of deaf-blind children increased 7.0 percent
from 1,992 children in 1984-85 to 2,132 children in 1985-86.

_The trend in the ages and numbers of children served under EHA-B was
similar for both hard of heari.g and deaf children and for visually handicapped

children. The number of children served increased with the increase in-age from
three to six as students entered the school system. The number of students with
these handicapping conditions served remained fairly constant for those children
aged seven through [7. At the age of 18, when students leave school; the

numbers of students served decreased.

_ The trend in_the number of deaf-blind students served under EHA-B was

similar to those of the numbers of the hard of hearing and deaf children and
visually handicapped children: once the children had been identified as deaf-
blind, their numbers stayed fairly constant. This is undoubtedly duc to the fact
that there have been no new rubella epidemics. The deaf-blind children were
identified and began to receive services at an. carlier age (age three) than the
hard of hearing and -deaf children; and visually handicapped children; and the

number of deaf-blind students remained constant as they continued to require
services after students with other handicapping conditions had left the school
system (through age 21).

Multihandicapped students constituted 2.1 percent of the handicapped

population served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B in 1985-86, whilc

orthopedically impaired and other health impaired students constituted 1.4 and 1.3
percent, respectively.. The number of children counted as multihandicapped under

both Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B has increased 25 percent from 71,780

children in 1984:85 to 89,701 children in 1985-86. For 33 States and Insular

Areas there was an increase in_this count of children served. n 20 States and
Insular Areas this count decreased:. The number of multihandicapped students
served has grown 76.8 percent since information first became available on this
condition -in 1978-79: The number of orthopedically impaired students served

under both laws increased 0.3 percent from 58,835 students in 1984-85 to 59,000



students in- 1985 -86. The number of other hzalth rmpazred smdcnts servcd under

both laws declined 159 percent from 69;118 students in 1984-85 to 58,142 students
in 1985-86.

The trends of orthopedreally rmparred ther alth i’mf)aircd and

were: quite srmrlar F0r each of these handxcapprng condmons rt appears that the

number of children served grew with the increase in age from three to seven as

students were identified. The number of orthopedically impaired and other health

rmpaxrcd students served decreased slrg‘xtly from ages erght through 12 and

decreased.

Related Services Received

The Department is concerned abeiit thc consrstency of data reported on

related services, and its overall utllxty to the Federal Government, as weighed

against the burden placed on _States and Iocalities by its collection. The

Department will be reviewing alternatives that would prov;de ~useful, erlab]C

information on related services while being less burdensome for States and school

districts. . Given the concern about the consistency of these data, the reader is

advised to exercise caution in using the information reported below.

Stafes werc asked to record the number of handrcapped chrldren recervrng

related servrces m the 1984 85 school year They were -nstructed to record each

is, the number of related servrces reported rs a. duphcatcd count of stndents

because the children frequently receive more than one related service: (Appendrx

Table EE1 is a summary of the number of handicapped children receiving related
services for all handicapping conditions by State.)

: Statcs reported that the total duphcatcd count of handrcapped chrldrer aged
three to 21 receiving related services was 5,797,160. The children recelvmg the

most related services were those with learning. disabilities; 2,040,658 services were
provided for the learning disabled. (See Table 5) Since the learning disabled

account for approximately half of the students served as handicapped, these
figures are expccted. The second greatest number of services 1,241,052 went to
the mentally retarded. Third were the speech or language impaired children with
966,832 services; and fourth were the emotronally disturbed; with_ 707,979 services:

The number of- students receiving related services. dropped. considerably for

multihandicapped (229,177), hard of hearing and deaf (179,570), other health
impaired (165,549), o:thopedically. impaired . (133,208), and visually handrcapped
students (61,570). Deaf-blind children had the smallest number of Services 20,410

reported. Given the relative proportions these students represeni of the combined




TABLE

Total Number of Related Services Received
by Students by Handicapping Corndition
During School Year 1984-85

S S - Total Number of
Handicapping €ondition Services Received

Learning Disabled 2,040,658
Mentally Retarded - o 1,241,052
Speech or-Language Impaired 966,832
Emotionally Disturbed 707,979
Multihandicapped 226,177
Haid of Hearing and Deaf 179,570
Other Health Impaired 165,549
Orthopedicaliy Impaired 133,208
Visually Handicapped 61,570
Deaf-Blind —26.410

All Conditions®/ 5,797.160

a/ The total number of services for all conditions does

not equal: the sum : of services by handicapping
condition because it includes counts of services that
were not categorized by handicapping condition.

EHA-B and Chapter | of ECIA (SOP) child counts, thes¢ numbers are ot
surprising

. Transportation was the related service received by the greatest number of

handicapped students; 1,007,020 students received transportation. (See Table 6.)
It is- not surprising that over onc million students are receiving. transportation as
a related service since, under the EHA regulations, transportation is defined as
travel to and from school and between schools, travel in and around school
buildings, and use of specialized equipment, if required to provide special
transportation for handicapped children, Diagnostic. services were received by
774,803 students;: psychological services by 772,633 students. Speech or language

pathology; school social work services, school health, counseling services, and

recreational services were received by approximately 500,000 students each. The
States - reported. that - 188,358 students received - audiological . services; - 141,030
reccived occupational therapy; and 128,902 received physical therapy. In addition,
203,504 students received related sérvices other than those specified on the data
collection form.



TABLE 6
Total Number of Related Services Received
by Students by Type of Related Service
Diiring School Year 1984-85

- “Total Number of

Related Service Services Received
Tranepomanon Scrvxccs 1 007 020
Diagnostic Services 774,803
Psychological Services 772,633
Speech/Language Pathology 067,161
School Social Work Services 524,146
School Health Services 498,824
Counseling Services 482,970
Recreation Services 407,809
Other Related Services 203,504
Audiclogical Services 188,358
Occupational Therapy 141,030
Physical Therapy ﬂ;&ﬁ%
All R'clat'c'd Services 5; 797 160

students thh cach handxcappmg condmon . For iﬁéﬁt’a’lly rcxardcd studcms,

transportation services constituted 20 percent of all related services received.

Speech__or language _pathology _accounted. for approxnmatcly 17 percent - and

diagnostic therapy for 11 percent of all services received. For speech or

language impaired and visually handicapped students, diagnostic Services were the
most frcqucntly rcccxvcd scrv:cc For hard of hcarmg and _deaf studcnts

tbc most frcqucmly rccczvcd service c;atcgory for dcaf blmd students For

emotionally _disturbed students, . the most frequently received services were

psychological . services (21 péiééﬁi), followed by transportation services (18

percent), school social work services (14 percent), and counseling services -{14
percent). . For orthopedically impaired and other health impairéd students, physical
therapy -(19 percent for orthopedically -impaired and 18 percent for other health
impaired) was the most fnlrjuéiitl'y received related service. For mulitihandicapped

studcnts, transportation services (16 percent) were the most frequently received
service category.
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TABLE 7

Number and Percent of Related Services Received by
Students for Each Handicapping Condition

During School Year 1984-853/

Handicapping Condition Type of Related Services Number  Percent

Mentally Retarded Transportation Services 253,374 20
Specch/Language Pathology 209,632 17
Diagnostic Services 139,462 11
Psychological Services 139,136 11

Speech or Language Diagnostic Services 193,021 20
Impaired Transportation Services 158,871 16

School Health Services 105,093 i1
Recreation Services 98,037 10
Other Related Services 93,914 10

Visually Handicapyed Diagnostic Services 13,230 21
Transportation Services 9,681 16

Emotionsly Distrbed  Peychological Serviess 146,124 2

Transportation Services 125,538 18
School Social Work Services 100,201 14
Counseling Services 99,233 13
Diagnostic Services 74,752 11
Orthopedically Impaired  Physicat Therapy 25,407 19
Transportation Services 22,119 17
Occupational Therapy 20,658 16
Other Heaith Impaired Physical Therapy 29,380 8
Transportation Services 25,478 15

Recreation Services 24,015 14

Learning Disabled Psychological Services 346,628 17
Transportation Services 338,329 17
Diagnostic Services 289,667 14
Speech/Language Pathology 281,305 14

School Social Work Services 203,316 10
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Table 7 (continued)

Handicapping Condition

Type of Related Services

Deaf-Blind

Miiltikandicapped

Hard of Hearing and Deaf

Other Related Services
Transportation Services
Transportation Services.
Speech/Eanguage Pathology
Recreation Services
Physical Therapy

Occupational Therapy

Audiological Services
Speech/Language Pathology
Transportation Services
Diagnostic Services

8,585

@/ Only those services that constituted 10 percent of theé total number of

services received by that handicapping category of children and youth are

included.
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handxcappmg conditions_ cxccpt for spccch or 1anguagc 1mpaxrmcnts (Scc Table 8)

While 1,129,417 speech impaired children were served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP)

and EHA-B, 966,832 rclated services were provided. Only 1,992 deaf-blind children

were scrvcd undcr both laws yct 20 410 rclatcd scrv:ccs ‘were pr ovxdcd to dcaf blmd

combmcd cach chxld rccc:vcd approxnmatcly 13 telated scrvxccs The data appcar to

substantiate the view that the number of students receiving related services is a

function of the severity of the student’s condition.

§ccretary of Educanon to obtam data on. at lcasi an annual basis, on the nixmbcr of

handicapped -children in each State by handicapping condition who are participating

in regular educational programs, in separate_classes. separate schools or facilities, or

public_or private residential facilities or who. have otherwise been removed from the

regular cducational environment. The data collected on where students receive

special education were_changed in 1984-85 because of the Amendments and previous

experience with the data reported on the setting in which children receive special

cducation and related services. In 1983-84, data were collected for children aged

three to five, six to 17, and 18 to 21 being served in four emvironments: regular

classes, scparatc classes, -§eparate schools, and othér e¢ducational environments: in
1984-85, data were collected for an additional age grouping and three. more

environments; data were collected on the number of children and youth aged three to

five, six to 11, 12 to 17, and 18 to 21 receiving special education and related
services in the followmg énvironments:

¢  regular classes;
®  resource rooms;
o  scparate ciasses;

public separate school facxlmcs

pnvatc scparatc school facﬂmcs

public residential facilities;
™ private residential faczlxtxcs
0 correction facxlmcs and

¢  homebound or hospital environments.
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TABLE 8 .

Comparison gf 'Number of Studcnts Scrvcd Undcr Chaptcr 1 of

ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B and the Number of Relate?

Services Provided by Handicapping Condition

During Schooi Year 1984-85

~ Number of .

Children Served Number of S

Under Chapter 1 Related Services
of ECIA (SOP) Services Per

and EHA-B Provided Child
Learning Disabled 1,839,292 2,040,658 1.11
Speech or Language Impaired 1,129,417 966,832 0.86
Mentally Retarded ,517;785 1,241,052 1.73
Emotionally Disturbed 373,207 707,979 1.90
Hard of Hearing and Deaf 71,230 179 570 2.52
Multihandicapped 71 786 229,177 3.19
Orthopedically Impaired 58,835 133,208 2.26
Other Health Impaired 69,118 165.549 2.40
Visually Handicapped 30,375 61.570 2.03
Deaf-Blind 1,992 ib’,&ib 10.25
All Conditions® 4,363,031 5.797.160 133

a/ Thc number of services for all condztnons docs not cqual the sura of

services by handxcappmg condition because it includes counts of services

reported by the States that were not categorized by handicapping
condition.




State personnel responsible for submitting annual data to OSEP were asked

to assess whether -their - 1983-84 and 1984-85 LRE data were comparable.

Prchmmary results show that while many States felt that the data over the years

were _ comparable; the environments under which they reported _the children

d:ffcrcd from onc year . to the ncxt For example, most Statcs that rcportcd

placed in both regular and resource classcs in 1984-85; however, some States did
not report these chxldrcn il resource rooms m,,l9,,8,4,85 while other States
reported some of these children in correction facilitics; homebound/hospital
environments; or separate classes. As a result, comparisons between numbers of
children placed by environment from 1983-84 to 1984-85 are not possible.

Durmg thc 1984- 85 school ycar. thé ma;onty of handncapped chxldrcn

students. N;arly,,Z?, percent, or ll6l 157 children and youth received spccxal

cducation primarily -in_regular classes. An additional 42 percent received special

education and . 5crv1ccs pnmanly _in resource rooms, . w}ulc nearly 24 pcrccnt

bmldmg These three settings accountcd for almost 93 percent of handicapped
placemcnts thus, most handncapped studcnts weie being educatéed with their
nonhandicapped peers. The remaining handxcappcd children were educated in

public- separate. day._ school facilities: (3.5 percent), private separate day school

facilities (2.1 percent), public residential facilities (1.0 percent), private residential

facilities (04 percent), correctional facilities (0.3 percent), and

homebound/hospital environments (0.8 percent). (See Appendix Table ECL.)

While the data show that thc rcgular classtoom and resource room are the
primary scttmgt in which States place their handicapped students, the extent to

which these chiidien are placed in such settings varies by handicapping condition:

Table 9 shows that most lcarmng disabled. and speech or language impaired

students were placed either in regular classes or resourcc rooms (77 percent and

91 pcrccnt, respectively). . Only 5 percent of mentally retarded students were

placed . regular classes; and 29 percent were placcd in resource rooms.

Natnonally. 50 percent of mcntally retarded studcnts are served in S$eparate

classes. States also reported that only 12 percent of their cmotnonally disturbed

studcnts wcrc placcd in rcgular classcs, approxnmatcly 31 pcrccnt of thc

percent in secparate classes. Hard of hcarmg and deaf students were. pnmanly

placed in four environments; these included separate-classes (31 percent), resource
rooms (23 percent), regular classes (21 percent), and public residential facilities

(11 ’p"cr’c’cﬁt) States reported that multihandicapped students were pnmanly

placcd m scparate classcs (43 pcrccnt), arn addntnonal 18 percent were. placcd in

scparatc day facxhtxcs Both orthopedically 1mpa1rcd and other health impaired

students primarily received . their education in separate classes, resource rooms,

and regular classes. A fairly high percentage of students with these handicapping

conditions are served in home/hospital environments (8 percent of orthopedically

impaired and 11 percent of other health impaired). Visvally handicapped students



- TABLE 9
Percent of Handicapped Children and.Youth Served in Nine Educational
Envirorments by Handicapping Condi tion
During School Yesr 198485

. . pabtic  Pprivate Publ it Private
 Wndicapping Requlor  Resurce  Separate  Separate  Separate  Residential  Residentisl Correctional  Honebound/

Condi tion Class Room Class  Facility Facility  Facility Facility  Facility  Hospital

Lesrning 2% 08 A&k L o7 0.03 0.0 0.6 0.8

spaecti or &8 %3 690 0.97 2.46 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.46

Nental Ly B Am 52,37 8. 2.10 2.52 0:40 0.19 0.50
Emotional ly R %2 333 8.57 480 1,69 2.41 1,59 1:59
Disturbed

Hard of Hesring 2003 23.49 3,03 7.3 483 10.67 .09 0.10 0.53

Wiltiiandicapped 2.0 13.48 2.0 17.81 9.70 6,07 2,51 0.35 485

Orthopedically 1827 .62 .42 12.9 5,50 0:80 0.7 0.03 7.65
Iwpaired

Other Health DA B 2.6 3.97 1.9 0.72 0.56 0.02 11.18

Visally 5 255 08 W5 3 9.80 1.0 0.21 0.7%

Deat-81 ind L% 15.02 2 19.21 488 2.5 0.3 0.04 2,01

=
Al

M 6. 4160 2.7 347 2.08 0.95 0:39 0.25
Conditions
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were placcd in rcgular classcs (33 pcrccnt) resource rooms (30 percent), and

separate classes (19 percent), an additional 10 percent of visually handicapped

students were placed in public residential facilities. Finally, deaf-blind students
were placed in public residential facilities (27 percent); separate classes (23
percent), public separate day facilities (19 percent), and resource rooms (15
percent).

Thcrc wcro- dxffcrcnccs among agc groups as to wherc handxcappcd chxldrcn

and youth received special education in the 1984-85 school year. (See Table 109

Of preschoolers aged three to five, States enrolled 36.8 percent of their children
in regular classes; 23.5 and 22.5 percent of the children were enrolled in separate
classes and resource rooms, respectively. Of clcmcntary students aged six _to 1i;

States cnrollcd 39.7 percent of their children in resource rooms and 35.4 percent
in regular classes; an additional 20 percent were enrolied in scparatc classcs of

older children and youth aged 12 to 17 and 18 to 21, the States’ primary

placement location was resource rooms; 47.9 percent of smdcnts aged 12 to 17

and 349 percent of those 18 to 21 were placed in resource rooms. The second

highest percent of older studcxits were served in separate classes; 273 percent of

12 to i7-ycar-oldsrand 320 pcrccnt of thosc from 18 to 21 were receiving speécial

education in separate classes. Fmally, the regular classroom was the third most

populous envirc~ment for students aged 12 to 21; 17.0 percent of 12-to l7-ycar~

olds and 11.4 sercent of 18 to Zl-ycar-olds were cducatcd in rcgular classrooms in
1984- 85 Thus oldcr studcnts were less likely to be placed in rcgular _classrooms
and more likely to be placed in resource rooms. Handlcappcd youth in the older

group are more lxkcly to be more severely handicapped since modcratcly and

mildly handicapped students aré more likely to graduate. The proportions of

youth reported being served in special classes and resource rooms are; therefore,
not surprising.

In _conclusion;. changcs in thc LRE annual data forms have revcalcd

placement trends that had never before been natxonally documented. For example,

27 percent of thc handxcappcd chxldrcn receive services in regular classés and 42

Personnel Emploved and Needed

~ To meet the goal of providing frec and apprOpnatc educational opportumty
to all handicapped children, trained personnel are needed to serve this population;

This section provides numbers of special education teachers and other pchonncl

employed and needed by States in school year 1984-85 and compares these data
with numbers collected previously. This information differed in several ways from

information collected previously.
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TABLE 10
Nunber and Percent of all Handicapped Chitdren and Youth
served by Age Group in Nine Educational Environmenits
During School Year 1984-85

__ Age Group

3-5 Years ~ 6-Y Years 1217 vears 18-21 Years
Envirorment Number Percent Number Percent Number Percerit Nuber Percent

Regular 107,952 36.8 726,308 35.4 300,523 17.0 26,374 11:4

Classes

Resource 65,990 22:5 813,481 39.7 847,254 47.9 80,726 3.9
Room '

Separate 68,939 23.5 406,397 19.8 482,939 27.3 74,023 32:0
Classes

Public 21,348 7.3 46,349 2.3 61,506 3.5 21,752 9.4
Seporate

Facility

Private 20,302 6.9 34,928 1.7 28,170 1.6 7,071 3.1
Separate

Facility

public 2,202 0.7 10,715 0.5 16,871 1.0 11,524 5.0
Residential

Facility

Private 607 0:2 3,902 0.2 10,044 0.6 2,419 1.0
Residential

Facility

Correctional 3 0 744 0 6,645 0.4 3,559 1.5
Facility

Homebound/ 6,32 2.2 7,263 0.4 15,375 0:9 3,603 1.6
Hospi tat

Ha
S
N\

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



which thc teachers provided services. For school year 1984-85, States reported

scparate counts of teachers cmploycd and nccdcd in separate classes, resource
rooms, itinerant/consulting positions, and home-hospital settings. (See Appendix

Tables EDI and ED2.)

Sccond as in prcvmus ycars spccnal cducatxon tcachcrs were reported in

full tnme eqmvaicnc, (FTE) of ass:gnmcnt and wcrr catcgor;zcd bv .he

of noncategorical teachers, working teachers thh, chxldrcn of dxffcrcnt
handicapping conditions were not collected separately. Instead, the time teachers
worked was apportioned and counted according to the handicapping conditions
served.

serve handxcapped children were modified. Data requirements for school _year
1984-85 called for counts of counsclors and State educational agencies (SEA)
supcrvnsors/admlmstrators counts that were not previously collected separately.

Also; counts of speech pathologists were not collected separately; these counts

were included with those of teachers of the speech or language impaired: The

remaining categories of pchonncl were unchanged.

Fmally. States. wcrc fOr thc f:rst txmc rcqul.cd to prov:dc two sets of

to provide counts of personnel needed for the 1984 85 school year. Includcd in
these figures were:

e the number of vacancies that occurréd from July 1, 1984,

through February [, 1985, even if they were subsequently
filled; and

° thé number of additional pcrsonncl who were necded from
July 1; 1984, through February [, 1985, to fill positions

occupxcd by persons who were not appropriately and

adequately prepared or trained.

For the sccond set of data, States were to provide counts of additional pcrsonncl

needed to provide improved services.

Statcs rcportcd that thc number of spccnal cducatxon tcachcrs cmploycd
mcrcascd bctwccn l983 84 and 1984-85. In comparisons Qf data for thcsc years,

277{7519 an increase of 2 ﬁéiééﬁi Although counts of special education teachers

were reported according to teaching environments for 1984-85, responses to
OSEP’s follow-up effort indicated that these counts were comparable to counts
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collcctcd prcvmusly, ie;, counts of homc hospltal teachers were typically subsumed

under the total special cducanon teacher counts.!

- For the 10 handicapping conditions served by special education teachers
employed; seven categories increased in the number employed from . 1983-84 to
1984-85 while three categories decreased.. The number of teachers empioyed

increased for the following handicapping categories: mentally retarded, learning

disabled, cmotnonally dxsturbcd multnhandncappcd spccch 1mpa1rcd hard of hcarmg

for the followmg categories: orthopcdncally impaired, v:sually handncappcd and
deaf-blind.

numbers of spcc:al education tcachcfs cmploycd by category dxd not correspond to

charigcs in. couhts of children served by handlcappmg condmons For example,

the increase in the numbers of teachers of the mentally retarded was accompanied
by a decrease in the number of students reported in this category. This may be

related to the elimination of the _noncategorical optlon from the reporting form
and changmg definitions and policies at the State level in 1984-85:

’I‘hc data shaw rcduccd numbcrs of spccxal cducatnon tcachcrs in some

Bandncappmg categories during i984-85; however, 53 States and Insular Areas

reported that 22,852 additional tcdcncrs were nccdcd to fill vacanc:cs and- replace

uncertified staff As qhown in Table 11, the categories of special education
teachers rcported by Statcs as the inost nccdcd paralleled the relative prevalence

of handxcappmg conditions. Specifically, States repcrted that the _greatest
proportional increase nieeded was for teachers to serve lcarnmg disatled,. mcnta!ly

retarded, emotionally disturbed, and speech or ianguage impaired students. These

four categories accounteéd for 84 percent of all teachers needcd and for 93
pcrccnt of studcnts scrvcd under Chaptcr l of ECIA. (S()P) and EHA-B Twclvc

hcarmg and dcaf and multnhandncappcd whnlc S percent of all studcnts scrvcd

were = so . categorized: = Teachers needed to serve visually HKandicapped,

orthopedically impaired, and deaf- blmd togcthcr constituted less than 3 percent of

all _teachers needed, while 2 percent of the students served had these

handicapping conditions.

The total number of personnel other than special education teachers
employed increased between 1983-84 and 1984-85. (See Table 12:) In making

comparisons between these two years, counts of speech pathologists were omitted

from the 1983-84 data because these counts were not collected separately in 1984-
85. Also, counts of counselors were omitted from the 1984-85 figures because,

based on responses from OSEP's follow-up effort, most States did not report
counselors for previous years. Counts of SEA supervisors/administrators, however,

1 See discussion of OSEP’s information follow-up effort done in conjunctnon
with this report in the introduction of this chapter.



TABLE 11

Number of Spccxa} zducatlon Tcachcrs Employed and Ne¢eded

by Handxcappmg Condmon
During School Year 1984-85%/

Percent
Needed - :
asa Percent
o S Percent of of Total
Handicapping Condition Employed Needed Employed Needed
Lcarmng Disabled 102,395 7,800 7.6 34.1
Mentally Retarded 61,832 4,671 7.6 20.4
Emotionally Disturbed 32,027 4,322 135 18.9
Speech or Language Impaired 36,612 2,511 69 11.0
Hard-of-Hearing and Deaf 7,992 773 9.7 3.4
Multihandicapped 8,637 618 7.2 2.7
Orthopedically Impaired 4,240 243 5.1 1.1
Other Health Impaired 10,445 1,299 12.4 5.7
Visually Handicapped 2,995 296 9.9 1.3
Deaf-Blind 396 38 9.6 0.2
Total teachersb/ 274,519 22 852 8.4 98.8

a/ Personnel needed mcludcd
(1) number of vacancies that occurrcd and
(2) number of additional personnel needed to fill nonccrtlflcd or
nonlicensed staff.
The numbcr of total teachers does not eqial the sum of teachers by
handicapping condition because the total inclides counts of teachers not
categorized by the States by-handicapping conditior. Percentages are based
on data provided by handicapping condition; that is, the total number
employed is 267,571 and the total number needed is 22,571.
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TAELE 12

Employed During School Years 1983-84 and 1984- 85—7’

Percent  Percent
Change _of Total
in Number Employed

Type of Personnel 1983-84 1984-85 Empioyed 1984-85
Teachcr aides - 105,394 112;330 6.5 523
Other non-instructional staffd/ 41,353 39,593 -4.3 184
Psychologists = 14,811 16,249 9.7 1.6
Supervisors/administrators 11,846 13,841 16.8 6.4
School social workers 7,586 8,027 5.8 3.7
Diagnostic staff 6,562 6,790 35 3.2
Counselors - 6,284 B -
Vocational cducation teachers 5,781 5,339 -1.6 25
Physical education teachers 3,694 3,377 -8.6 1.6
Occupational therapists 2,488 2,886 16.0 1.3
Physical therapists 1,958 2,234 14:1 1.0
Work-study coordinators 2,678 1,515 -43.4 0.7
Audiologists : B 773 966 25.0 04
Supervisors/administrators (SEA) - 925 - 0.4
Recreational therapists 595 616 3.9 0.3
All starrsf 205,517 226,021 6.9 99.8
a/ Pcrsonncl nccdcd mcludcd

(1) number of vacancies that occurred; o : -
(2) number of additional personnel needed to fill noncertified or
nonlicensed staff.

Includes staff involved in ﬁcalth services (nurses psychiatrists, etc.), food

service, mamtcnancc, pupxl transportatnon th

The number of all staff does not equal thc sum of pcrsonncl by typc of

personnel because the number of all staff includes counts that were not

reported by type of personnel. For the purpose of comparmg 1983-84 and

1984-85 data for all staff, data were adjusted; that is, counts of counselors
were not included in the 1984-85 count since these data were not collected

for 1983-84. The adjusted total for 1984-85 is 219,737.
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were mcludcd becausc most States agam accordmg to OSEP’s follow-up, subsumed

this count within other personnel categories in previous years. - The adjusted
totals for numbers of personnel other than special education teachers employed

were 205,517 in 1983-84 and 219,737 in 1984- -85, an increase of 7 percent.

Categorncs of personncl employed that mcrcased over the two years included

teachers’ aides, psychologists, school social workers, diagnostic siaff, occupational

therapxsts phys;cal therapxsts audnolognsts and recreational therap:sts The

category of supervisors/administrators, labeled simply supervisors in 1983-84; aiso
increased. - The States and _Insular _ Areas reported 925 SEA

supervisors/administrators employed. Of personnel other than special education

teachers;, fewer - physxcal education teachers, work-study coordinators, and other

non-instructional staff were employed in the 1984-85 school year than in 1983-84.

Fxfty-fr'e States and Insular Areas indicated that an increase of 8 144 staff

in all categories of personnel other than Special educatron teachers was needcd to
fill vacancies and replace noncertified staff in 1984-85. Table 13 shows this need

relative to the number employed for each category. In proportion to the number

of personnel employed; physical therapists and occupatnonal therapxsts were the

most needed personnel; followed by SEA supervisors/administrators.

Based on the responscs recerved from 55 States and Insular Areas most

specral education teachers. (47 percent) provxded services in specral classes.

Thirty-seven percent of special education teachers provided services in resource

rooms. In the remaining two environments, mnerant/consultmg and home-

hospital, 13 percent of special educators provided services in itinerant/consulting

environments and 3 percent in home- -hospital environments.

Responses from 53 States and Insular Areas. mdxcated that 47 percent of
personnel needed to fill vacancies and replace noncertified and nonlicensed staff

were needed for special classes. Thirty-nine percent were needed to provide

services in resource rooms. Frnally, 12 percent were needed to provide services

as itinerant/consulting teachers and 2 péréént as home-hospital teachers. These
data indicate that teachers are needed in almost exactly the same proportion in

each setting as those in which they are currently employed.

h witl

As a result of the EHA amendments of 1983 OSEP began collecting data on

the number of youth with handicaps who exited from school. Data were first

collected for the 1984-85 school year; they represent the number of youth who

received special education and related services during the previous school year but

are no longer receiving educational services. The State data were reported

according to the reason for exit; for eacih handxeappmg condition, and for each

age begmmng at 16. The exiting reasons for which data were collected were:

graduation with diploma, graduation with a certificate of completion, reaching the



TABLE 13

Number of Special Education Personnel Other Than Teachers
Employed and Needed Durinig School Year 1584-85%/

_Percent  Percent
Needed of of Total

Type of Personnel Employcd Needed Employcd Needed
Teacher aides 112,330 4,086 3.6 50.2
Other non-mstructxonal stafft/ 39,593 835 2.1 10.3
Psychologists . 16,249 586 3.6 7.2
Supervisors/administraiors 13,841 474 3.4 58
School social workers 8,027 397 4.9 4.9
Diagnostic staff 6,790 344 5.1 42
Counselors 6,284 158 2:5 1.9
Vocational education teachers 5,339 273 5.1 34
Physical education teachers 3,377 172 5.1 2.1
Occupational therapists 2,886 293 10.2 3.6
Physical therapists 2,234 284 12.7 35
Work-study coordinators 1,515 55 3.6 0.7
Audiologists 966 62 6.4 0.8
Supervisors/administrators (SEA) 925 73 7.9 0.9
Recreational therapists 616 42 6.8 0.5
All staffs/ 226,021 8,144 3.7 100.0
a/ Personnel needed included:

(1) number of vacancies that occurred; o
(2) numoer of additional personnel needed to fill noncertified or
nonlicensed staff.

Im..ludcs staff involved in health services (nurses, psychiatrists, etc.), food

service; maintenance; pupil transportation, etc.

The nntcr of all staff does not equal the sum of personnel other than

teachers by type of personnel because the number of staff includes counts of

personnel that were not rcportcd by type of personnel. - Percentage needed
of employed for all staff is only based on data provided by personnel type;

that is, the total number employéd is 220,972 and the total number needed is
8,134.



maximum age for which services are provided in the State, dropping out of
school, and other. The "other" category included students who died, as well as

those who were no longer receiving special education services but whose exiting
rcason was not known (e.g., when someone does not enroll in school the next
year but it is not known whether the student has moved away or dropped out).

A total of 211,673 handicapped youth between the ages of 16 and 21 were

reported by States to have exited from school during the 1984-85 schoo! year.
(Sec_Appendix Table EEl:) As seen in Table 14, the largest group of these

students graduated with diplomas; however, this group represented just 39 percent
of the total number exiting. Another 15 percent of handicapped youth who exited
graduated from high school with a certificate of completion, yiclding a total of 54

percent who graduated. Overall, 4 percent of the exiting youth left school
because they reached the maximum age, which could be any age from 18 through
25, depending on the State. The Scventh Annual Report to ¢ ress provides a
chart of Statc age mandates. According to this chart, 27 States and the District
of Columbia had mandate: to serve handicapped youth 21 years of age and older
if they had not graduated fiom high school.

_ Data reported by States show an overall dropout rate of 21 percent.
However, this figure reflects an estimate of those who were actually known _to
have dropped out and does not include youth who simply stopped coming to school

or whose status was unknown. Undoubtedly, a substantial proportion of the
"other” category includes students who are no longer in school and have neither

graduated nor reached the maximum age. Therefore, the dropout figure probably
exceeds 21 percent.

_ Significant variation in the reason for exit exists among youth with different
handicapping conditions. For example; 57 percent of the deaf and hard of hearing
youth graduated with a diploma; and a total of 72 percent graduated. Contrast

the multihandicapped who receive diplomas and a 40

this._ with 17 percent of

percent total who graduated. Notable are the data indicating that 23 and 24
percent of the multihandicapped and deaf-blind, respectively, age-out of secondary

school while no other handicapping condition exceeds 7 percent. The reported
dropout figurés vary from a low of 11 percent for orthopedically impaired youth

to_ a high of 29 percent for the emotionally disturbed. The "other” category for
the scverely emotionally disturbed is also high, suggesting that the percentage of

emotionally disturbed students who leave school without completing a program may
te substantially higher than 29 percent.

__The data for each discrete age, beginning at 16 (see Table 15), reveal that
the largest number of students exit at age 18, with more than half of those who

exit at 18 graduating with diplomas. The vast majority of handicapped youth have
exited from secondary school by - the age of 19. Not surprisingly, a large
proportion of youth drop out at the age of 16. After age 17, the percent of

youths dropping cut decreases substantially.  Although a number of Statés have



TABLE 14
Wumber end Percent of Students 16 Years and Older EXiting the
Educational System by Handicapping Condition
- = essis of Exit
During School Year 19“'55§]

o : Basis of Exit
B Greduation  Gradustion
Wandicapping _with  with - -
Condition Diploms  Certificate Age-Out  Dropout other Total

$ 3 F
19,651 17 100,203
14,162 23 8,833 1% 61,703

F X Y I #
Learning Dissbled  47,%3 47 11,962 12 689
Nentally Retarded 18,593 30

Emotionally o
_ Disturbed 7,161 28 2,689 1 794

Soech 6 Lanaa
Inpaired 3,830 43 1,253 1% 23 3 1,505 17 1,871 2 8,860
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_ and Deef 2,338 57 605 15 % 3 85 12 &7 12 4,101
. lmpaired 938 23 639 16 253 6 511 13 1,045 26 4,049
Multihand{capped 528 17 710 23 738 23 626 20 502 16 3,140
orthopedically ,

_ Iwpsired 1,205 &3 293 10 193 7 318 11 665 2 2,M

Nend cappad 707 50 22 1 104 7 1% % 159 11 1,607

Deaf-8lind 3 2 3 5 A7 28 16 18 10 176

All Conditions 83;286 39 32,57 15 7,766 & 44875 21 37,396 8 211,678

&/ Two Stetes reported exiting totels by handicapping condition only; no dats
vere provided by besis of exit. The percentages reported on this table
sre based on the totel nusber of students exiting; therefore, percentages
for each handicepping condition wilt not sum to 100 percent nor will the

nmbers sum scross to the total.




TABLE !5
Number and Percent of Students Exiting the Educational
System by -Age and Basis of Exit
During School Year 1984-85

Basis of Exit
Graduated  Graduated Reached
_with with Maximum Dropped

Age Diploma Certificate Age Out . Other Total

= % B % & % # % & % »

16 563 7 3 65 <l 10,046 43 10,705 46 23,360
17 15,192 3 8§ 7 85 <1 12,272 28 11,143 26 43,116
18 38,107 5 3 14 292 <1 10,143 15 7,887 12 66,969
19 21,074 58 8 18 80 <I 4928 13 286 8 36625
20 4949 38 3,756 29 291 2 2,135 16 1,519 12 13.062

21 3,401 24 3,334 23 5516 38 1,090 8 843 6 14,331
Total¥ 83,286 39 32,567 15 7,764 4 44,875 21 37,396 18 211,673

a/ One State reported only a total number of students cxiting; i.c., no data for
individual ages were reported. In addition, two States reported exiting totals
by handicapping condition only; no data were provided by basis of exit. The
percentages reported on this table are based on the total number of students
exiting; therefore, percentages for each handicapping condition will not sum

to 100 percent nor will the numbers sum across to the total.

maximum ages for providing special cducation that are lower than 21, the data
indicate that very few youth age-out prior to age 21. A possible interpretation

of these data is that most States may permit handicapped youth to remain in

school through age 21 even if their maximum ages are less than 21:

In summary, these 1984-85 exiting data from the States provide the first

opportunity to examinc national figures on the number of handicapped youth who
cxit from secondary school:  Although these initial data are estimates that must
be considered with some caution, they provide some evidence of a sizable number

of handicapped youth who drop out, particularly among the seriously emotionally

disturbed population. Alternatively, significant numbers of youth, particularly
among those with certain handicapping conditions; appear to _be successfully

graduating from secondary school. In futurc years, as the quality of data

improves, these data will provide onc useful measure for gauging the success of
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our nation's schools in sérving handicapped youth, for determining the extent to
which appropriate measures have been implemented for solving the dropout

Am&matcd Services

Undcr thc 1983 Amcndmcnts to EHA OSEP was rcquxred to provxdc data to

in the fol[owxng year. This requirement was intended to provxdc information for
adul¢ service éééﬁ'ciéi on Ihc number of scrvnccs that would need to bc provided;

vocational rehabilitation agencies. For the 1984-85 school year, OSEP rcquired

that the SEAs provide data on antnc;patcd services by handicapping condition and

age. That is, individual age year data were required for youth aged 16 to 22, and
a total was required for three- to |5:year-olds. Table 16 presents the number of
services all States and Insular Areas aritiCiﬁétcd would be needed for,,stuglcn,ts

aged 16 and older who exited thc school systcm in l984 -85. (See Appendix Tatle

handicapping condition.)

Based on responsss received from 50 States and Insular Arcas approximately

46[ 500 separate services were anticipated to be needed in 1985-86.2 The largest

number of needed Services were vocational/training services, this service type
made. up approximately . 16 _percent (74,930) of the anticipated services.

€ounsehng/gu;dancc and vocational placemcnt services each constntuted 14 percent

of the services. Evaluation of vocational rehabilitation services constituted about
12 percent of the services. Transportation, technological aids, physical/mental
restoration, residential living, interpreter Services, reader service§, maintenance,
and othér -services were each less than 5 percent of the total number of services
anticipated.

For cach handxcappmg condition, Tablc l7 prescnts those services. that were

most frequently anticipated. (Only those services that comprised 10 percent or
more of the total number of needed services for each handicapping condition are
included in the table.) For each condition, except the deaf-blind and
multihandicapped, vocationial placement §ervices, evaluation of vocational
rehabilitation services; and vocational/training services were frequently needed.
The other types of services anticipated to be needed differed by handicapping
condition as did the number of services prominently needed. For the visually

3 The Statc of Illmo:s provxdcd only a total count of studcnts nccdmg

services (7,074); this count is not included in the total number of anticipated
services reported here or in the analysis that follows.
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TABLE 16

Number and Percent of Services Antmxpatcd to be
Needed in 1985-36 by Students 16 Years of Age and Older

Exiting the Educational System
During School Year 1984-85%/

Service Type Number Percent
Counseling/Guidance 66,059 14.3
Transportation 19,724 4.3
Technological Aids 10,175 22
Interpreter Services 2,356 0.5
Reader Services 3,110 0.7
Physical/Mental Restoration 13,349 2.9
Family Services 29,402 6.4
independent vamg 23,904 5.1
Maintenance 18 676 4.0
Residential Living -9.826 2.1
Yocational/Training . 74,930 16.2
Postempioyment Scrvxccs 28,341 6:1
Transitional Employment Services 40,565 8.8
Vorational Placement 63,148 13.7
Evaluation of Vocational o
Rehabilitation Services 54,103 11.7
Other Services 3,790 0.8
Total®/ 461458  100.0

a2/ Includes data reported by 50 States and Insular Areas.

fz/ Since New York and Maine provgﬁc!cﬁd total counts of

services only, some services for younger children may be
included.




TABLE 17

Services Anticipated as Most Needed in 1985-86 by Students
16 Years of Age and Older Exiting the Educational
System During School Year 1984-85

Handicapping Condition - Percent-of All -
and Services Anticipated Services

15
14

Evaluation of Vocational .
- Rehabilitation Services 13
Counseling/Guidance 11

Vocational Placement 18
Counscling/Guidance . - 16
Vocational/Training Services 14
Evaluation of Vocational o

Rehabilitation Services 11

VYocational/Training Services 12
Technelogical Aids - 10
Vocational Placement 10
Reader Services - 7 10
Evaluation of Vocational ]

Rehabilitation Services 10

e — e a— — ——

Counseling/Guidanc 17

Vocational/Training Services 14
Family Services . . 13

Vocational Placement 12

Evaluation of Vocational B

Rehabilitation Services 11

8/ This propoition represents the number of services needed for those with the
ne.ded by those with the condition. For example, 15 percent of the services

nec~ded by the mentally retarded were vocational/training services.
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Table 17 (continucd)

e _ Percent of All
Handicapping Condition Anticipated Services

14
Transportation 11

Vocational Placement = 11
Evaluation of Vocational

Rehabilitation Services 11

Yocational/Training Services 13
Yocational Placement 12
Counscling/Guidance 10
Evaluation of Vocational

Rechabilitation Services 10

Vocational/Training Services 21
Counscling/Guidance 19
Vocational Placement 16
Evaluation of Vocational

_ Rehabilitation Services - - 12
Transitional Employment Services 10

. ". .

Vocational/Training Services 10

Vocational/Training Services " 10
o - 797 :7,7 7: :;7 =

Vocational/Training Services 13
Vocational Placement 12
Technological Aids 11
Evaluation of Vocational Rehabilita- -
~ tion Services - 11
Interpreter Services 11
Counseling/Guidance 11
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handxcappcd and the hard of hcanng and dcaf five and six . services were

prominent, respectively, among those anticipated: Deaf-blind and multihandicapped

students needed very diverse services; only one service constituted at least 10
percent of the total number anticipated for each of these two conditions.

. Tablc l8 prcscnts thc numbcr and proportxon of antxcxpatcd services needed
by handicapping condition. Approximately 40 percent of the reported services
were néeded by mentally retarded students; 31 percerit by learning disabled
students, and 14 percent by emotionally disturbed students. Less than 5 percent
of the services were needed by speech or language impaired; visually handicapped,

orthopedically impaired, other health impaired, deaf-blind, multihandicapped, and

hard of hearing and deaf students. These proportions are ncccssanly affected by

the number of students with each handicapping condition exiting:

Table 19 presents the numbcr of studcnts exiting the system who nceded no
special services. Sixty-seven percent of these students were learning disabled
while 15 pc[gcnt were mentally retarded, and 710 percent were speech or languagc
impaired. Given the relative proportion of these types of conditions among the
handicapping population; these percentages are not surprising.

To assure comparable data; the number of studcnts 16 years of age sﬁgpidéi

exiting the educational system in 1984-85 is compared with the number of services

anticipated to be needed by students aged 17 to 22 in 1985-86, when the exiting
stidents would be one year older. Table 20 shows the number of students exiting
the system and the number of anticipated services needed for these students by
handicapping condition. For all handicapping conditions, about two services were

anticipated to be needed per pupil.. Not uncxpcctcdly, the learning disabled and

spccch tmpaxrcd students needed thc fcwcst services per pupxl about one pcr

exiting student. These students also are receiving the fewest related services per

pupil. The deaf-blind and mulnhandxcappcd students were b\,lxcvcd to need the

most Services per pupxl seven and six, respectively; these students receive the
greatest number of related services per pupil as well. The students with other
conditions needing the most services per pupil were the visually handicapped; the

hard of hcanng and deaf, the othcr health xmpaxrcd and the orthopcdxcally

impaired; between three and four services were needed for ihe pupils in each of
these handxcappmg condmons Bctwccn two and thrcc scrvxccs were needed per

third _were antxcxpatcd to nccd counschng and guxdancc (30:3 . pcrccnt),

vocatxonal/trammg services (35:3 percent), and vocatxonal placement (30:3

percent). About one-quarter of the exiting students were in need of evaluation
for vocational rehabilitation services. (Sec Appendix Table EF2) Five percent or
less of the exiting students were expccted to nced interpreter services, reader

services, residential services, tcchnologxcal aids, and other services.

As might be expected, the proportions of exiting students needing various
services differed by handicapping condition. Of the 16 services listed (including
other services), 12 were needed by more than one-third of the exiting deaf-b!‘nd



TABLE 18

Number and Percent of Anticipated Services for 1985-86

for Students 16 Years of Age and Older Exiting the
Educational System by Handicapping Condition

During School Year 1984-85

Handicapping Condition Number Percent

Mentally Retarded 183,507 39.8
Speech or Language Impaired 10,786 2.3
Visually Handi’caispé’ci 5,697 1.2
Emotionally Disturbed 63,658 13.8
Orthopedically Impaired 10,056 2.2
Other Health Impaired 10,868 2.4
Learning Disabled 141,253 30.6
Deaf-Blind 1,280 3
Multikandicapped 18,968 4.1
Hard of Hearing and Deaf _15.385 33
Total 461,458 100.0
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TABLE 19

Number and Percent of Students 16 Years of Age and Older

Exiting the Educational System Needing No
N Soecial Services
During School Year 1985-86

Handicapping Condition Number Percent

Mentally Retarded 5.083 14.6

Speech or Language Impaired 3,575 10.3

Emotionally Disturbed 1,254 36
Orthopedically Impaired 419 1.2
Other Health Impaired 280 0.8
Deaf-Blind 20 0.1
Multihandicapped 149 0.4

Hard of Hearing and Deaf 318 0.9

Total 34,757 100.0
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TABLE 20

Comparison of the Number of Students 16 to 21 Years Oid

Exiting the Educational System in-1984-85 and the

Number of Anticipated Services Néeded by 17- to 22-Year-Olds

Number of

Services
_ _____ Dper pupil
Number of Number of for All
Students Services Exiting
Exiting/ Anticipated Students

Mentaily Retarded 58,037 168,803 291
Speech or Language Impaired 8,205 9,680 1.18
Visually Hzndicapped 1,354 5,395 3.98
Emotionally Disturbed 22,144 54,735 2.47
Learning Disabled 90,515 127,282 .41
Orthopédically Impaired 2,553 9,413 3.68
Deaf-Blind 172 1,155 6.72
Other Health Impaired 3,124 10,052 3.22
Hard of Hearing and Deaf 3,954 14,842 3.75

Multihandicapped 3,098 18,358 5.93

All Conditions 193,156 419,715 2.17

2/ This analysis does not include data for New Hampshire and
Tennessee; these States reported 1,253 and 5,785 students
exiting; respectively; but no data on anticipated services.

b/ This number includes those students not anticipated to need
services.
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students. For the multihandicapped, this was also true of 12 of the listed

services. Exiting learning disabled and spcech or language 1mpa1rcd students were

antncxpatcd tU nccd a vancty of services, but only counschng/gundancc and

More than 20 percent of the learning disabled also were likely to nccd

vééahonal/ttammg services. Vocational placement was anticipated to be needed

by _at__least 20 percent of each of the individual handicapping groups.

Vocational/training services were _ needed by approximately 30 percent or more of

cach handicapping group, except for the speech impaired. Evaluation of

vocational rehabilitation services was needed by at least 25 percent of these in

each handicapping category exiting except for the speech or language impaired

and the learning disabled students.

In summary, across handxcappmg condmons, thc Statcs saw the maJor

services being needed by exiting students as employment-related services and
guxdancc/counsclmg, speech impaired and learning disabled students needed the
fewest services per pupil. Lcarmng disabled Students were the largest group of
exiting students who needed no sérvices. Fmally, deaf-blind and multnhandncappcd
rtudents needed_ the. iii'o'ét SE'ri)xcEs _per_ pupxl thlc thcsc data were largcly

services adult agencies wxll need to provxdc to cxmng handxcappmg students.

~ States are required by the 1983 Amendments to the EHA to provxdc
information on those special education programs and services in need of
1iiii5r6i)éi1jérit T6 meet thiis iiiaﬁdati:, OSEP ’cr’catcd a data fO'rm With two scctnons

services in need of 1mprovcmcnt and to provxdc a narrative description of the

nature of the improvements needed. The instructions defined improved services as
services

(a) not currently available for handicapped children and youth;
(b) in short supply for specific populations and/or ages; and

(c) in a stage where cons;dcrablc de -elopment is necessary for the

service to have maximum effectiveness or be delivered cffxcxcntly

and 13 rclatcd sch1Ccs hé'c’de'd xmprovcmcnt The sccond scctlon of ‘the form

youth nccdmg 1mbrovcd scrvxccs by handlcappmg condition and age group.



: anty -one States and Insular Areas provxdmg data reported that 449,258

students were in need of improved services; about one-third (36 percent) of these

students;, or. 161,388 studcnté were learnmg dnsablcd Table 21 presents the

number of students in need of improved services by handncappmg condition.

Mentally retarded students comprised about 22 percent of these students (98,297),
and speech or language impaired students made up 17 percent of the t~:al

(78,070). Emotionally disturbed students constituted 13 percent of the total

(58,980). Orthopcdxcally impaired; visually impaired; other hcaltﬁ;mpaxrcd dcaf—
blind, multihandicapped; and hard of hearing and deaf students each made up less
than 5 percent of the total number of students needing improved services. (See

Appendix Tablé EGI for these data by State.)

TABLE 21

Number and Pcrccnt of Students in Need of Improved
Services by Handxcappmg Condition
Durmg School Year l984 -85

Handicapping Condition Number Percent
*.earning Disabled 161,388 35.9
ecch or Language Impaired 78,070 17.4
»ntally Retarded 98,297 219
L u.onally Disturbed 58,980 13.1
I+. d ¢f Hearng and Deaf 9,933 2.2
M :tinaruicaj ved 15,468 34
Or..“pec.callv Impaired 9,350 2.1
C:i:er Hi 2ith inivaired 11,851 2.6
Viso~l ) yiandicanped 5,297 1.2
Dea! It 424 0.1
All Tovmiriy.isd/ 449,358 100.0

a/ Ame: ».r‘an :s'tmoal '.u.ludcd 200 studcnts thh mild handxcaps as

x*cedm; 1mproved acrv:ces but thcsc studcn's wcrc not class:flcd

not the sum of the mdnv:dual number of students for each
condmon

. The Statcs dxffercd on which handxcappmg condmons _were most and lcasr in

need of nmprovcd servxces For example, mentally retarded students comprised
from 0 to 47 percent of the students needing improved services across the States;
(See Table 22.) For the learning disabled, the range was 0 to 74 percent; for the
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TABLE 22
Range in Proportion® of Each Handicapping
Condition in Need of Improved Services
During School Year 1984-85

Handicapping Condition Range
Learning Disabled 0-74
Speech or Eanguage Impaired 0-88
Mentally Retarded 0 - 47
Emotionally Disturbed 0-87
Hard of Hearing and Deaf 0-52
Multihandicapped 0-30
Orthopedically Im’p’aii’cd 0-70
Other Health Impaired 0-12
Visually Handicapped 0-19
Deaf-Blind 0-1

a/ Proport:on is thc pcrccnt of totai numbcr
of students reported as needing services.

speech or language impaired, O to 88 percent; for the emotionally disturbed, 0 to

87 percent. The range was smallest for the visually handicapped (0 to 19
percent), the other health impaired {0 to 12 percent), and the deaf-blind (0 to 1
percert).

The oroportion of students needing improved services was calculated as a

fﬁhctxon of Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B combined child counts. (See

Table 23.) O ali the handicapped students served, 12:3 percent were in need of

improved servi- zs. Learning disabled and spcech or language impaired students
were the leasi “‘kely to need improved services (10.8 percent and 8.2 percent,
rrspcctxvcly) wh ‘e the visually handxcappcd other health xmpalrcd deaf-blind,
+.altithandicapped. emotionally disturbed; and orthopcdlca,l’,y impaired students most
ne.déd improved :<rvices (abp’i"diima’tély 20 perceni each). When the proportions
of students needing improved services are examined for individual States, a

siyificant variatio.. i3 seem across States. Some States reported that no children
with 4 snecific condition needed improved services, while other States reported

i:'z+ all handicapred ~ildren needed improved services. In a few cases, States
reyorted that more tha.. 100 percent of students needed improved services.
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TABLE 23

Percent® of Children Served Under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP)

and EHA-B Needing Improved Services

by Handncappxng Condition

During School Year 1984-85

Handicapping Condition Percent
Learning Disabied 10.8
Speech or Language ’ 8.2
Mentally Retarded 15.2
Emotionally Disturbe:: 18.5
Hard of Hearing - . . 16:8
Multihandicapped 23.7
Orthopedic~'ly Impaired 19.8
Other Health Impaired 22.1
Visually Handicapped 20.5
Deaf-Blind 249
All Conditions 1233

a/ Proportion based on the combined Chapter 1 of -
ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B child counts for the 1984-85
school year.

Agc group data are not currently collectcd for the Chaptcr 1 of ECIA (SOP)

program, as they are for the EHA-B program. While there is some evidence that
the age distribution of chiidren served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) may differ

from that of children served under EHA-B, the proportion of students needing
improved services has been calculated as a function of the EHA-B counts to

provide some suggestive fmdmgs Table 24 presents the proportion of students in

each age group needing improved services: _These figures indicate that the States

view §ix- to 1l-year-olds as best served, that is, needmg fewest services relative

to the number of children served. The group most in need of improved services

was_the 18- to 2l-year-old group; approximately 25 percent of this group needed

improved services. The prcschool three- to five-year-olds were the next most in

necd of improved services (16.2 percent needed services) followed by the

secondary school pupils (12- to l7-ycar-olds), 14.3 percent of whom needed

improved services.



TABLE 24

Percent of Children Served Under EHA-B
Needing Improved Services by Age Group
During School Year 1984-852/

Age Groub Pcrccnt
3-5 16.2
6-11 10.3

12-17 14.3
l8 21 2zi.7

a/ Only. EHA-B counts are available by age group; thcrcforc the
results of this analysis should be viewed only as suggestive.

vices Needing Improvement

Fifteen States and Insular Areas mdicatcd nmproved services were nccdcd for
all of the special education programs listed. Forty-three States and Insular Areas
mdncatcd that nmprovcmcnts were needed in mstructlonal programs, and 42 Statcs
indicated improved Services were needed in vocational education. Thirty-four
States felt that they needed improvements in assessment; 32 States; that they
needed 1mprovcmcnt in instructional settings. Finally, 27 States indicated a need

for 1mprovemcnt in cvaluatxon while 23 States needed improvement in their

physical education programs.

Nine States felt that all the related services listed needed improvement. The
category most often indicated as needing improvement was physical therapy; 39
States checked this category. =~ Other categories checked most by States were

occupationa! therapy (37 States), psychological services (33 States), and parent

counseling/training (32 States). The related services needing improvement that
were least often noted by States were medical seivices (16 States), diagnostic
services (21 Statcs), audiological services (21 States), recreation services (20
States); and school health services (21 States). Tables 25 and 26 itemize the
specific needs of States for improved special education programs and related

services.



TABLE 25
Number of States Indicating the Need for
Specific Improvements in Special Education
o _ Programs
During Schoo!l Year 1984-85%/

- ' I Number of
Program/Service Type of Improvement States

Instructional Settings - o , 32
Additional Classrooms/Space 16
Additional Equipment 4
Additional Related Services/Space 6
Assessment o 34
Additional Staff ) 8
Enhance Procedures/Instruments 12
Inservice/Additional Training 5
Evaluation - o 27
Additional Staff - 4
Enhance Program Evaluation
. Procedures/Instruments 9
Enhance Student Evaluation N
Procedures/Instruments 11
Inservice/Additional Training 2
Instructional Programs S 43
Additional Staff ) 14
Enhanced/New Curriculum 11
Expansion of Programs/Services 33
Handicap Specific 31
-Learning -Disabled 12
-Moderately Handicapped 6
-Severely Handicapped 23
School Level Specific 16
-Preschool 6
-Secondary 10
Inservice/Additional Training 7
LRE 7

£8
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Table 25 (Continued)

, Number of
Program/Service Type of Improvement States
Physical Education L - L. T 23

Additional Programs/Services it
_ Adaptive Physical Education 8
Additional Staff 10
Improved Staff Relations 2
Inservice/Additional Training 6
Vocational Education 42
Addxtlonal Staff 9
Expansion of Programs/Services 36
Add Vocational Programs to
Regular and Special
Education Curricula 11
Prevocational Program 9
Work-Study 7/ Work Experience 6
On-the-Job Training 5
Transition 19
Intcragcncy Agrccmcnts 13
¥ ocational Assessments 7

The wuorber ot States responding to. each program/service represents

thc ..cw" auraper of States that marked the corresponding box for

needs ‘vovement on the annual data forr:. (i, 31 States
respcni:7 that they needed improvement with insiructional settings).
Withir each topic, a State may be counted a varying number of times
"nd‘,r .h;. imtjrovemems listed (ie a atat'c that rcsp'o"n"di:'d that it
Nuul’.‘ e ,ountcd oncc iiiidcr each of thcse subtopxcs) A Statc
whese gpswer is unique would: be counted only under the broad topic

hzadings {1.e., instructional settings).
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TABLE 26

Number of States .adicating the Need for
Sp=cific larprovements in
- Related Services
During School Year 1984-85%

Program/Service Type of Improvement States

Psychological Services S 33
Add.vional Staff 23
-Bilingual 2
-For Rural Areas
-For Severely Handicapped 3
Expand/Enhance Services 12
~ -Preschool Programs 2
Improve Assessment 9
_ =More Timely Evaluations 5
Inservice/Additionat Training 8

School Social Work S B 25
Additrional Staff 16
Expsnd/Enhance Services 8

-Liaison . 4
_-Parent/Family Counseling 3
Increase Funding 2
Inser.-ice/Additional Training 4

Occupational Therapy I 37
Additional Staff ) 28

_ -Recruitment/Retention 11

Definitional Clarification 5

Expand/Enhance Services i8

-For Rural Areas 6

-For Secverely Handicapped 2

-Preschool Programs 3

-Facilities 2

a7 U




Table 26 (Continued)

Number of

Program/Service Type of Improvement States

sb‘éécii/i,anguaﬁc

Therapy 2
Additionat Staff 1

-Bilingrai
-ffor Preschool Population
_ -Fci Rural Areas
Expand/Enhance Services
-Facilities )
_ -Equipment/Materials
Insevvice/Additional Training

Policy Clarification

Aiugiological
Services o SRS
Additionai Staff .

-For Rural Areas
Expand/Enharce Services

-Assessments =
Inservice/Additional Training
Interagency Cooperation

Recreation Scrvices o oL
Additinnal Staff

Expand, Enhance Services
_ -Facilities
Interagency Cooperation

Diagnostic Services R
Additional Staff

-Bilingual

-For Rural Areas )
_ -For Severcly Handicapped
Expand/Enhance Services

-Assessment

-Fur Rural Areas
~ -Preschool Programs 7
Improved Diagnostic Instruments
Inservice/Additional Training
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Table 26 (Continued)

Program/Service

Number of
States

Physical Therapy

Transportation

Services

School Health
Services

Counseling Services

Additional Staff
Expand/Enhance Services

-For Rural Areas

-Hours Available
 -Preschool Programs
Increase Funding =
Definitional/Policy Clarification

Additional Staff
-Aides
__ Drivers -
E.nand/Enhance Services
-Increase Available Vehicles
-Reduce Transit Time
-For Rural Areas
Inservice/Additional Training
Policy Clarification

Additional Staff

__ =Registered Nuries

Expand/Enhancs ¢ ‘vices
-Facilities = _ . ;
-For S:veérely Handicapped

Assessments .

Interagency Cooperation

Additional Staff

_ -Elementary

Expand/Enhance Services
-For Emotionally Disturbed
-For Traisitional Students
_=For Vocational Students

Inservice/Additional Training

Interagency Cooperation
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Table 26 (Continued)

Number of
Program/Service Type of Improvement States

[N

W2 N N 0o N I~ ION

Medical Services N ,
Additional Staff

_-For Rural Areas
Expand/Enhance Services
~-For Rural Areas

Increase Funding
Inservice/Additional Training
Interagency Cooperation

W

Counsecling/Training e
Additional Staff
Expand/Enhance Services

N
N D NN I AN

Inservice/Additional Training
Increase Funding
Inservice/Additional Training

—

Parental Involvement
Interagency Cooperation

8/ The number of States responding to each program/service represents the actual

number of States that ma -ked the corresponding box for needs improvement on the

annual data forins (i.., 33 States responded that they needed improvement in their

psychological services). - Within cach topic, a State may be counted a varying
number of times under the improvements listed (ic., a State that responded that it
needed additional bilingual staff and staff for rural areas- under psychological

services would be counted once under each of these subtopics). A State whose
answer is unique would be counted only under the broad topic headings (i.c.,

psychological services).
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Several themes or ovcrarching areas of concern were evident in the

xmprovcmcnts the States vxcwcd as ncccssary in special education programs and

services. These themes were prominent in the counts of students needing

i’mﬁi—b’ved services, as well as in instructional programs and related services
needing improvement. Repeatedly noted as areas of concern were pcrsonnel
preschool - programs, transitional programs; programs for those thh specific

handicapping conditions, evaluation and assessment, rural spccxal education, and

interagency cooperation. Each of these themes is described briefly below.

The Siiiéﬁé almost umformly, were in need of tramcd personnel.  This

personnel feed rangcd from spccnalxzcd rclatcd services pcrsonnrcl such as

occupational therapists and physical thcrap‘t, to less specialized personnel, such
as transportation aides trained to work with handicapped students. Personnel
trained to work with §evci-i:ly handicapped students were among those most

needed. Confirmation of this is evident from the analysis of students most in
need of improved services; the severely handicapped were among those most in

nced of improved services. Competition with the private sector for trained

personnel was a problem; particularly with personnel such _as occupational

therapists, bhys:cal thcrapxsts nurses, and other tramcd medical personnel. .Rural

States or States with remote populatnoris found it very difficult to hire and keep

trained personnel. There also appears to be a growmg need _for specialized

personnel who are bilingual. Finally, inservice trammg and staff development are

arcas where States feel the need to improve services. This includes iiiservice
training for special education personnel, as well as relzated services personnel.
Regular education personnel, the States emphasized, need to be more aware of
how to deal witk handicapped children and youth.

_ Students in two age groups were highlighted across the improvements needed

for special education programs and related services. The first group that was

prominent among those needing improved services was preschool children. States

noted that more programs were needed for the preschool handicapped, that trained

personnel were particularly needed at this level, and that unique assessment tools
were needed for these children.

The second group of the States noted as most in need of improved services
was ~ider students;, especially those between 18 and 21 years of age. The 18- to
21-year-old group became a larger proportion - of the total- populatxon of

handicapped students serr .d under EHA-B from 1978-79 to 1985- 86: the number

of stulcnts served in ihis age group .increased 93 percent during this time

Accordmg to States, trans:txonal programs for handxcapped studcnts need to be
createdt and improved. Thesc transitional programs need to focus on handicapped
students as they move irom school to work; and from a sheltered lifestyle to a
more independent one. Particularly noted by States was the need for vocational
assessments, for prevocationai courses, and for staff trained to deal with

transitional stucents. The emphasis States placed on improved services for these
two age groups is reflected in Federal, State, and local policy priorities for these
traditionally under-served groups.



Programs and scrvices were also needed for specific handicapped groups

across the States: In particular, States saw the need to improve services and
programs for thc severely and profoundly handicapped. Programs for the
emotionally disturbed were frequently in néed of improvement. For students with
learning disabilities, the States’ principal concerns centered on a better definition
of the condition, better testing procedures; and alternative programs for students

who are currently classified as learning disabied.

Clearly the States were preoccupied with needs related to assessment and
cvaluation. Not only did States indicate needs associated with ‘these processes
directly, that is, on the instructional programs and setting table; but States
frequently noted assessment and evaluation needs on ‘the related services table.

an area of concern.

~_Rural neceds were highlighted in the areas of transportation, persoanel,
facilities, and equipment. The great amount of time some rural special education

nd in_ trar day was noted as a problem, as was a need for
more specialized buses and vans. The lack of some facilities in rural areas was

noted, as was a dearth of specialized f ersonnel, as noted earljer.

students_spend in transit each day

Finally, the need for and improvement of interagency cooperation was noted

by States in four different areas. Interagency cooperation was most often noted
in relation to medical services, vocational - progra..s, transition services; and
recreation services. The lack of functional agreemen. vas noted more often than
the lack of any agreement. The fundirg of particula- needs was also in question
as States sought answers about which agencies were responsible for providing

narticular programs and services, especially medical and transition services.

The number of handicapped children counted as receiving special education

and related services continued to increase during 1984-85; however, the increase

from 1983-84 was just 8,044 children. Growth in the number of learning disabled

children has stabilized significantly but does still increase. The 18- through 21-
year-old handicapped population grew at a rate of 2.2 percent, while the groups
aged three through five and six through 11 grew at a 0.6 percént rate and the

12- through 17-year-old group decreased by 0.5 percent.

. Nearly 5.8 million related services were provided to the approximately 4.4
million handicapped children and woutk counted ‘according t data collected for
the first time for 1984-85. Transportation was the related s'. .ice most frequently
provided, with over oné million sérvices supplied. Diagnostic and psychological
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services were next most frequent, with nearly three-quarters of a million services
provided of ¢ach.

~ Nearly 92 percent of handicapped students were educated in regular school
bunldi'rigs: that provide them with contact with their nonhandxcappcd peers.
Approximately 6 percent of students were placcd in separate schools, over !
percent in residential facilities, and about | pércent weré served in home/hospita:
place 1ents. Data indicate significant variation in placement patterns based on a
student’s handicapping condition.

States rcport,d that over 274,000 spccxal education tcachcrs were cmploycd

m thc cducatnon of handicapped chxldrcn and youth durmg thc 1984 85 school
year, thxs represents an increase of 2 percent from I983 84. Statcs md:catcd that
nearly 23,000 additional teachers were needed. Over 226,000 related service and
other peérsonnél were reported as employed; with over 8,000 of these personnezl
needed.

Ncarly 212,000 handxcappcd studcnts were rcportcd as cxntmg from school
during -iic 1984-85 school year. About 54 percent zraduated, with 21 percent
dropping oiit; 4 perceiit reaching the maximum age, and 18 percent "other" (status

unknown,; lost due to tracking, died; or otherwise not categorized). For these

exiting students, States reported over 461,000 services were anticipated to be

needed in thc ycars followmg exit: Of these services, the most preva!cm were
vocational training, counseling/guidance, vocaticnal placement, and evaluation of
vocational rehabilitation services.

Staies- rcportcd that ncarly 450,000 students needed 1mprovcd programs or
services. . The following programs or services were frequently listed as needing

xmprovemcnt preschool programs, transition programs, evaluation and assessment,

rural ,pccxal cducatnon, mtcragcncy cooperation, personnel, and programs for

specific handicapping conditions.

- In conclusion, this chapter has summarized State-reported data mandated by
Section 618 -of EHA. In :nany cases, these data are being reported for the firki
time since the enactment of the 1983 amendments to EHA-B. These data provide

a basis for enhancing the undcrstandmg of the extent of 1mplcmcntatxon of EHA-B

and for 1dcnt1fymg continuing 7challcngcs In the coming year, OSEP--working

with other agencies; organizations, and mdxvxduals--wxll be attcmptmg to explore

fully these data and their implications for specific actions to improve programs
and services for handicapped children and youth.
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The Implementation of Key Provisions
of the Act Assuring the Rights of
Handicapped Children

Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA-B) requires that each
handxcappcd student receiving Special education and related services have an
individua’ red education program {Sections 602(19) and,6[2(§)) The individualized
cducation program (IEP) is to be developed (and reviewed at least annually) by

the child’s parents, the chi!d's teacher, an LEA representative, and where

appropriate, the child.  The IEF document is to include statements of the child’s

prescat level of qducatxonal performance, annual goals and short-term objectives,

specific educational services to be provided, the extent to which the child will

participate in the rcgular cducatnon program, datcs for initiation and antxcxpatcd

termination of services, and appropriate objective criteria for determining whether
objectives are being achieved.

EHA- B contams othcr provxsnons that assure that thc nghts of handlcappcd
children will be protected. Section 615, _the procedural safeguards provision of
thé Act brbiridés ﬁéi’bi‘iti thé i'ight t6 r'cvicw thcir child § cdi!catioi'ial rCCbrdS and

and othcr proccdurcs established to protcct the nghts of the child whenever the
parcnts or guardxan are¢ unknown or. unavaxlablc rcquxrcs that parents be prov;dcd

mmatc or changc the 1dcnt1f1catxon, cvaluatnon, or educational placement of the

ch:ld or the brov;smn Voi' a free appropriate pubhc education to the chiid; and

requires that parents be provided an opportunity for an impartial due process

hearing if they have complaints in any matter relating to the identification,
evaluation or educational placerient of the child, or the provision of a free
appropriate publxc education.

The IEP and procedural saféguards provisions of EHA-B provide for

significant opportunities and stipulate certain rights to parents for invoivement in

the cducatnon of thcu- handncappcd children. Under the IEP provnsxons for

example, parents can play a key role, along with school personnel, in determining
thc naturc and cxtcnt of thcnr chnlds spccnal cducatmn and related scrvxccs

the chtld will receive those sérvices. The- nght to be mformcd by the school of
certain actions it proposes to take, to review educational records maintained by

the school on their child, and to challenge or disagree with the school in a due

process hcarmg cnablcs parent to assure that thexr child’s nghts under thc law
are protected. The effect of these provisions was to empower and entitle parents
to play a major role ir the education of their handicapped children.

Previous chorts to Congrcss have documcntcd the dramatnc 1mpact EHA B

has had on the educational opportunities being provided to handicapped children

and youth, and the role Federal, State and local educational agencies have played
in achieving this success. A decade after the law's passage, we will examine the



implementation of the opportunities and rights provided parents to participate in
the cducation_of their handicapped children. This chapter will focus on two of
the aspects of parent involvement described above: _ parent participation in the
development and implementation of the individualized education program, and the
procedures employed by educational agencies for the resolution of disputes

between parents and schools.

This chapter presents information on the implementation, impact, and effect

of EHA-B procedures and rights empowering parents to share with schools the
responsibility for their_child’s educational program. The chapter first briefly
describes - events and forces which led to the establishment in EHA of a
partnership between parents and the schools; and the opportunities and demands
resulting from this partnership for parents of handicapped children. Next, this
chapter presents OSEP initiatives to assist parents in obtaining the knowledge and
skills necessary for participating with the schools in the educational process; and

to_support the establishment of an effective parent-school partnership. In the

subsequent_ section, _this_ chapter summarizes the experience of parents in the

devzlopment and implementation of their child’s individualized education program,
rinally; the impact and effect of procedures implemented by educational agencies

tc resolve differences between parents and schools are discussed.

Background

_ The entitlement of parents to certain rights and opportunitiés in the
education of handicapped children, as well as the entitiement of these children to

a free appropriate public education, represented a major change in_educational
policy.. This change in policy has been characterized as the legalization of special
¢d :ation (Neal and Kirp, 1985). As an approach to effecting change in public

pol:cy; legalization has been used extensively in this century to establish the
rights of certain individuals to sérvices or benefits under the Constitution and;
then, to provide such individuals with the mechanisms necessary to protect those
rights. = When proponcats of change in public policy identify that - established
institutional values; gozls and priorities are inconsistent with the interests of

some segment of society, and when other approaches have proven ineffective in
achieving the desired policy objectives, an approach based on legal concepts and
premises has been employed. The most notable use of this approach in this
century was in the civil rights movement, which attained for racial and other
minorities equal rights and opportunities under the Constitution and secured the

protection of law to assure that these rights are upheld. This reliance on a legal
remedy has been one of last resort, employed when othér efforts have failed to

produce the desired result.

 The enactment of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(P.L. 94-142); which. amended and became Part B of the Education _of the
Handicapped Act (EHA), represented the culmination of such an evolutionary

approach to changing educational policy, undertaken by special educators and
parents to improve the educational status of handicapped children and youth.
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Man4 of iz~ reasons undcrlymg profcssnonal and advocate mmatlvcs to improve

services fo; the handxcappcd are documcntcd in the introduction tn the Act.
Included among them were that the educational needs of millions of handicapped
children were not being fully met; that some handicapped children were entirely
excluded from the public- school system; and that for many handicapped children

in the schools, appropriate services were not being provided because their

handicapping conditions had not been identified:

In thc dccadcs prcccdmg thc cnactmcnt of EHA-B cfforts had bccn

the racxa!ly dxscnmmatory tcstmg procedures somctxmcs used to assxgn chxldren to

classes for the retarded. When these efforts resulted in what advocates perceived
as hmxtcd 1mpact on the W1llxngncss of the pubhc and the cducatxonal system to
improve services for handicapped children, they turned to the media and political
arena to increase awareness and stimulate action to remedy the lack of

appropriate services. While the momentum for change increased and the need for
improved services was more widely recognized as a result of these efforts;

significant progress towards the reordering of educational prioritics and goals

necessary to provide all handicappsd children a free appropriate public education
was not achieved.

Héiixﬁé failed to attain their goals advocates turned to the courts where, in
1972 lmgatwc SUCCess was achxcved in two landmark cascs F:rst the right to
education for mentally retarded children ( : was established.
That same year thc nght to cducatxon was- cxtcndcd to 2!l handicapped children in

The PARC and Mills decisicns

decreed that handxcappcd children were to be afforded the right to education in

the least restrictive environment, and further established for their parents or

surrogates the right to dué process. ngat:on in other States followed rapidly,

establishing across the nation case law on the educational rights of handicapped
children.

thlc thc ngbt to cducatxc'x for & *mdxcappcd \.hxldrcn was bemg cstablxshcd

in the States, special educators and icvocates turned their attention to Congress

to secure. Federal legislation v “ich would establish and protect the right of all

handicapped children to a fre: appropriate public education to meet their umquc

nceds, and provide the resources necessary to assist States and localities
serving handicapped children. _Although the courts had asserted that handxcappcd

children had a right to a free education delivered in the least restrictive

environment; the substance of that right remained undefined:. In order to provide

that substance, and to do so within the context of local governance over

education, the IEP was chosen in Congressional debate and advocated by many

professionals as the mecchanism for operatiinally defining childrens’ right to
education. The IEP and the process specified for its development empowered
parents, actmg on behalf of their handicapped chxid to participate with school
of ficials in qcfmmg the nature and extent of the educational services required on

thé basis of the individual child’s educational needs:

-1
&
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To assire accountabxhty for the dcvclopmcnt and dchvcry of the

individuaiized educational program, a means of enforcing its provisions and of

assuring compliance with the intent of the law was needed. A method to assure

the accountability of the educational system based solely on agency or procedural

review was rejected in favor of a dual mechanism. First, State and local school

systems would be held accountable for compliance with procedural requirements of

the law through the means of agency review. And second, the right to due
process was incorporated as a way for parents: and schaols to assure

accountability with respect to _the individual child in. such matters as
identification; evaluation; provision of services; and placement. Establishment of

the right to duc process was consistent with the concent of individusl entitlement

as a means of ensuring compliance and, as such, provided a forum for settling

differences between parents and the schools over the education of the individual

child. Thus, passage of EHA-B with its procedural safeguards and guarantees

represented the entitlement of handicapped children and their parents ¢ the

right: and opportunities necessary to assure the provision of a free appropriate
public education:

Defmmb education as an individual right, and assxgnmg to parents a rolc in

defining and enforcing that right was in marked contrast to the. way special

education had historically operated. EHA-B shifted the asrientation of educati--

planning and the delivery of services from one managed primarily by educato, -

one: in which school personnel and parents would share responsibility for mas-

decisions _about the program and services the school would deliver. In so doing,

the law changed not only the relationship between parents and the schools; but

also placed on parents new demands for skills and knowledge to enable them to
be effective in carrying out their rolés and responsibilities in the educational
plannmg and programmmg process.

Literature and practlce assacmtca with parent involvement have addressed in

various ways the nature of the knowledge and skills parents require to participate

effectively in a partnership with school personnel, and to safeguard the rights of

their handicapped children. There are common categories of ;nformation or
knowiedge (cg, cva!uauon, IEP chcIOpmcnt placement); that parents must be

familiar with and understand in order to represent their. child’s interests and

exercise their rxghts While the specific information the parent requires within a

given category is, in part, dependent on the nature of the decision or action

being taken and the parent’s prévious experience with special education, it is

generally agreed that the following broad types of information, at a minimum, are
essential:

e the nature of the child’s educational problems and needs;

o thc naturc of the cducatnonal action, program or scrvncc,

being proposed or provided;

. the nature of services and programs appropnatc to meet the
child’s needs;



the steps in and procedures associated with the special
education planning process;

&  parent and child rights and procedural safeguards; and
®  resources available to parents outside the school.

In addition to thc:r need for information, varied and often unfamiliar sknlls
are needed by parents to participate effectively in the educational _planning

process. These skills can be grouped into three broad categories corrcspondmg to

the major functions parents perform in the educational decision making process:

providing input to school personnel; obtaining and incorporating information from

school staff and other sources; and making a judgment or decision on the basis of

available information. Critical to providing input in the planning process and to

havmg their perspectives clearly understood by school personnel are parents’ skills

in_selecting, organizing, and presenting relevant information about their child in

areas such as behavior and pcrformancc in the home. For example, in or jer to

assist school personnel in determining the need for an individual evaluation;

parcnts 4rc oftcn askcd to dcscnbc thc naturc and cxtcnt of dnfﬁcultncs thc chvd

fatmly and fncnds ) Latcr m thc plannmg process, when parents. and school

personnel establish educational goals for the child’s {EP, parents again have the

opportunity to contribute their own ideas on what they want the school to
address through the educational _.a.gram The likelihood that the dccxsnons

cvcntually reached in the planning process will address parental concerns and

reflect their desires -can be enhanced if parents are skilled in selecting,

organizing and prcscntmg to school personnel information and perspectives which

represent their view of the handicapped child.:

In order to undcrstand the pcrspcctxvcs of school pcrsonncl and the act:ons

they propose taking with respect to the handicapped child; parents must obtain

and incorporate information provided by school staff and others into their own

information and understanding about their child. Doing this effectively requires
skills of listening to information provndcd by others, askmg questions to obtain

satisfactory cxplanatxons, and assessing this. new information in light of their own

know'cdgc so that alternative points of view or options are clear. For ‘example,

m ordor to understand the nature of their handicapped child’s strengths and
weaknesses and their implications for rcqu:rcd special education and related
services, parents nccd to understand the results of the various cvaiuat:on

procedures condiucted with their child. To do so requires. l:stcnmg carefully to

the results presented by school staff and other professionals, seckmg explanations

about how these results relate to the difficulties the child is experiencing, and

assessing this information in light of their own perceptions of their child’s needs.

Finally, in arder to join with school personnel in making a decision; parents

must make a judgment about-the information available to them. Skilis rcqu:rcd by
parents to make such a judgment include evaluating the significance and

implications of what they know and have heard and reaching conclusions about

what services their child may require and in what scttmg For example, in order



to rcach a dcc:s:on about the. placcmcnt of a handlcappcd child, a parcnt must bc

able to evaluate alternative placements in light of their curncular instrictional,

and social implications for their chxlds education. Thcsc judgments provide a

basis for deciding whether to concur with the school’s placement recommendation,

to negotiate for a different placement option, or to _reject what the school has

suggested and, if necessary, to pursue the matter through due process procédures.

Wh:lc some parcnts may rcqu:rc httlc or. no ass:stancc to acqmrc the

knowledge and skills associated with effective participation in educational planning

and programming, others require extensive support_ and training. . Since the

cnactment of EHA-B,; Federal;, Statc and local educational agencies;, frequcmly in

a partncrshnp with parent and advocacy organizations, have engaged in a wide

range of initiatives to assist parents of handxcappcd children to take advantage of

the opportunities and rights available to them in desngnmg and cvaluating their

child’s educational program. In the next section of this' chapter, Federal

initiatives that have been ur dertaken to provide such assistance are discussed.

chcral efforts to nmplcment Part B of the Education of the Handxcappcd Act

requirements represent a comprehensive array of- stratcg:cs dcs:gncd to effect

cha .~ Previous Reports to Congress have detailed Federal initiatives to_improve

the . .ailability of;, access to, and quality of programs and services provided

hancicapped children.  The national progress being made to provide all

handicapped children a free appropriate public education has s:gmf:cantly been

cnhanccd by ‘the expandmg effcctlvcncss of parcnts to partnc:patc and cxcrc:sc

chnldrcn prcccdcd enactment of EHA B and has been an integral component of
Federai efforts to implement the Act:

chcral initiatives foc.mng on parents of handicapped children have been

designed to achieve three primary goals. These ars:
° To promote awarenesss among parents; educators and . the
general public about the educational rights of handicapped
children, the potential capabilities of children . with
handicapping conditions, and the educational and related
service opportunities available for handicapped children.

o To assist parents in acqumng the skills and knowledge

necessary to cffectlvcly work with school personnel in the
planning, programming, and delivery of special education and
related services needed by their children.



° To assist parents in their efforts to access educational,

relatzd employment, health, and social services required by

their Lundicapped children and youth.

The Office o. Special Education Programs (OSEP) through its discretionary
programs has provided information, training, and systems capacity building support
to address these goals. = This section provides zn overview of the four maj-r

complementary and coordinated activities OSEP has supported to provid:

assistance to parents consistent with achieving the abové stated goals:

N'.

_ For over a decade, OSEP has supported activities desigaed to promote; on a

national basis, awareness about the cducational rights of harcicapped children and

youth, their needs, and services available to meet thei: needs, and to serve as an

information resource for parents and others to assist them in providing
appropriate educational services to children with handicaps.

- Since 1969, OSEP has supported the operation of a national information
center su the education of handicapped children and youth up to the age of 21,

The goals of this center have been to increase awareness among parents,
educators, and opportunities for handicapped children; to stimulate inquiries to the

center regarding the education of handicapped children; and, by serving as a
clearinghouse, to provide information to persons ¢ acerned with the education of
nandicapped children:

Over the years, there have been two major components to the center's

activity: First is a media outreach campaign which has developed and distributed

public service announcements to commercial and public television and radio

stations at the local and national levels: The goals of the media outreach
activities have been to attract the attentior of parents and others, and to

stimulate inquiries to the center for information regarding the education of the
handicapped.  The second compomemt is a program which has developed,
synthesized and disseminated information to assist in meeting the needs of
handicapped chiidren. This program has developsd the capacity to respond to
individual inquiries and -uestions as well as to distribute information wkich

addresses topics of widespread interest.

While the goals of the center have been consistent since it was first funded

under the name Closer Look ovei-a decade ago; its emphasis has changed over the
_-ars as educational rights, service delivery, and public attitudes have evolved.
Prior to the enactment of EHA-B; the center focused its media and information
programs on increasing the awareness of parents and the public in general about
" ced to identify children with special needs who might have a handicapping

condition, the availability of services to meet these special needs, and how to
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seek assistance in obtammg appropriate educational services. Durmg this pcnod
the center received thousands of inquiries each year and responded with a
combination of materials. pubhshcd by disability o:gamzatxons and by the cinier

itself; answering questions, giving advice, and sharing €xperiences among persons

concerned with the education of handicapped youngsters. Although provndmg

service tc parents of handicapped children was a major focus of its actxvxty, the

center served also as 3 resource for educators and other profcss:onals in thcnr
asteinpts to understand the cducatmnal problems and neceds of handicapr:d
children and to provide appropriate services.

With the enactment of EHA-B, the ceiiter expanded . media and
information program: to “describe for parents and others the newly acquired
educational rights of handicapped children; to publicize issues and problems facing
handicapped children and the significance of receiving an appropriate education;

to improve the general public attitude toward, and understanding of, chudren with

handicapping conditions; and to advocate the integration of people with disabilities
into the community, In FY 82, the National Information Center for Handicapped

Childron and Youth (NICHCY) succeeded the original parent information center,
with expanded responsibilities for providing information to meet the transition
needs of handicapped youth and to attract persons to a .. cer in the special
education-related services field.

'NICHCY, currently operated by Interstate Research A  .tes of Rosslyn,
Virginia, provides a variety of information and other services to parents and
educators:

™ Rcsponsc to sp«-cxfxc qucstmns from parents, professionals ar.:

other interesied parties;

9 Fﬁbiications which address commonly asked questions about
the avanlabxlny of servi-.=3 and resources;

o Statc-of the-art puthatnons which review current rcscarch,

program information; anf effective practices,

o  Technical assistance to parent and profession | groups
provided through workshops, presentations, and consultation
’géﬁi;ri’gfréé;sé communication, coordination, and resource

sharing; and

° Aid in cncouragmg pcrsons to prcparc for careers in the
special education and related services field.

~ OF the over 18,000 individual requests for information received by NICHCY
during FY 85 and FY 86, 55 percent were from parents of disabled children.

During this same period, over 60,000 parents, educators and others were reached

directly by information disseminated by the center. Through its mqmry/rcsponsc
and publication programs, NICHCY is able to address a variety of topics of
current and emerging interest to parents and others. These topics include
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e  facts about different disabilities, including rare syndromes:

educational and civil rights, under Fzderal law, of persons
with handi-aps;

¢ communitv :zje, and local resources for parents and
edursators tu aicess;

® vocational and iransition needs and resources;

¢ least resiictive environment;

®  parents’ guides to carly intervention, vocational, and career
planning; and

e  alternatives fo: community living.

In addition to unswering individual requests for iafornistion from pa:ents and

others, NICHCY conducts outreach activities designed to publicizc jts information

resources and to improve_ awareness about th- needs of wrd services for
hiﬁdicéﬁﬁéd,;@ildf&i‘i éiij!iggytihz In FY 85 and "« 86, NICECY participated in

over 45 conferences of parent and educator groups and distributed public service

announcements to approx‘'mately 700 television and 2,500 radio stctors an the

abilitics of pcrsons with handicaps and on careers in special éducation.

The demand for and increase in educational s+ ices for handicapped studen:s

during. the last decade has not been limited 1o scudents of school age. Many
institutions of highér education and other zdoceswnal and training facilities

nationw:d+ have been developing specialized prog:-ins and services which enable
students. with disabilities to participate in postsecondary education opportunities.
As _students leaving the public school system and théir faailies explored
postscnool options, many found it difficult to locate information about the
postsecondary ecducation options available that would provide the _support and

other services they might need in_order to attend educational and training
programs. To improve the ability of institutions of higher education and other

postsecondary programs to sérve students with disabilitics and to help those
students and their parents locate appropriate places to study, OSEP joined with
agencies in the private sector in 1977 in awarding funds to the American Council
on Education for the creation of Project HEATH, an information resource on
postsecondary educational opportunities.

. During its -initial years of operation, Project HEATH provided technical
assistance primarily to institutions of higher education designed to improve service
delivery to disabled students. Since 1980, the HEATH Resource Center has been

supported entirely with Federal funds and since 1984 has operated the National
Clearinghouse on Postsecondary Education for Handicapped indivicua! under the
' 55
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amended by P.L. 98-199.

The HEATH Rcsourcc Center serves as an mformatnon cxchangc for dxsab‘cd

adents, their parents a:d advocates; and educators about educationai Support

scrvnccs pohcncs proccdum, adaptatwns and upportunmes for postsrcondary

education. The center maintains and dnsscmmatcs mformatnon about col'-ge and
university programs, as well 4§ on prograins administered bv vocational- technical
schools; adult education programs, independent living centers, and other training
entities after high scnool. iu order to reach as many interested _persons_as
possible with 1ts information resources, the c=nter employs a variety of strategies.

Gutreach activities tc pancxzc the avaii2tiicy of 1ts information resources and

services for disabled 1a

electronic media, and th:sugh direct contaci. with organizations and associations
serving disabled individunals and their fa-iie:. Tn ad iition, the center develops
and disseminates fact sheets, mcnographs. . s’ Urs, und resource directories on
request. Finally, the center responds v .u.su:mer inquiries to its toll-free
telephone number with counseling and information. Tn FY 85, the center received
over 15,000 telephone anc written inquirtes for information ...ated (¢
ﬁoStS&:Cbhdai’Y éflJCﬁtioh iSShCi ﬁ‘id tht diiébl'cd Ah’idi’ig thc ,;L'n't(i"s rcccrit

ividuals are conducted through the use of prmt and

P etsc\,ondaxy, cduqatj an ,optnons, for pcrsons ,who are ,scw:r,cly haudncappcd,
trauma.ic..ly head injus. + 3, séverély léorning disabled. and (hose in transition from
school ';Vdrkihg lifé.

Parent T zining Projecss

) Thc opportumtncs for parcnt mvolvement in thc educational process and
critical role of parents as advocates, teachers, and decision makers that cmcrgcd
with the enactment of State and Federal 'aws focused the atterition of policy

makcrs and. admnmstrators at all lcvcls on Ane .-cd to dir’c’ctly aSSiSt parents iii

DatthlpatC wit" tnc schools in. thc cdncanon of thcnr chlldrcn ancc 1975 thc

chcral govern.ncnt has funded . par°nt orgamzanons and coalitions of parent

organizations to strengthen their capacity to provide training to parents of
handlcappcd chlldrcn for acquiring the knowledge and skills necessary to
participate in their children’s educational program.

_In 1975, OSEP awarded its fii:t grant for parent training in the State of

Massachusctts where the cducémonal rights of handncappcd children had been

established in the previous year with the enactment of Chapter 766. Located at
the Federation for Children with Special Needs, a coalition of parent
organizations; - this _project provided - information and assistance to parents
regarding their children’s rights under the new  State law, how to access

educational opportunmcs for their children; . and how to serve as their chilid’s

representatxve in the educational planmhg and programmmg proccss Through 1ts
training activitics and mdnvxduahzcd response to parents, the Fedcratmns pro;cct
demonstrated the effectiveness of parents assisting other parents to acquire the



knowledge; skills, and confidence to work effectively with the educational system
tc meet the needs of their children:

The success of :iis pilot project led OSEP to expand its support to parent
coalitions for training and information activities T “97¢, tarough ifs recruitment
and information r -gram, OSEP awarded cor t: w.rent coalitions locyted in
five States: Inc---a; Illinois, New Hampshire,  .achusetts, and Ohio. These
projects, designed ., strengthen the ability of established organizations to -méet

the cmerging ne-as of parents of handicapped children, developed parent training
programs and ir.ormation services to assist parents (o5 becoiié active and effective

own States, these projects served as modéls for the formation of parent coalition

projects _n other States with whom they shared their experiences and knowledgc.

partners in the educational process. In addition to serving parents within their

It 1977, OSEP established parent training as a priority within its personnél

preparation program and set-aside funds to support new projects designed to
further expand parent training opportunities. Comipetitive grants were awarded to
both coalitions of parznt organizations and universities to develop approaches to
meeting general and specialized training needs of parents of handicapped children.

Support for parent training continued as an administrative priority within the
personnel preparaiion program until the enactmiert of P.L. 98-199 which in 1983
authorized a_program of grants, to be administered und -t Part D of ERA, four

parent organizatior projects and establivhed a set-aside of 10 percent-of funds

epprepriated for Part D for such projects. The rurpose of these projects is to
provide training and information to parents of handicapped childrén and youth,
and to volunteers who work with parents 10 enable them to par.icipaté more
effectively with professionals in meeting t¢ educational needs of handicapped
children and youth. To improve access to parent training and information
services, grants under this program were to be distributed geographically, to the
greatest extsat possible throughout all the States, and were to serve parents on a

Statewide sr regional basis. Projects funded under this program assist parents to

™ Better understand the nature and needs of the handicapping
conditions of th=ir children;

¢  Provide follow-up support for their handicapped child’s
educational programs;

e  Communicate more effectively with special and regular
educators, administrators, related services personnel, and
other professionals;

Participate in educational decision making processes including
the development of the child’s IEP;

e Obtain information about the programs, services, and
resources available te their handicapped child and the degree
to which they are appropriate; and
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° Undcrstand the provxsxons for thic education of handlcappcd
children under the Education of the Handicapped Act.

In FY 86 49 grants to parent orgamzatnons in 40 Statcs were bcxng fundcd
under this program These projects are Supported in their cfforts through an
OSEP contract with thc National Technical Assistance to Parents Program (TAPP)
which is administered by the Federation for Children with Special Needs in
Boston, Massachusetts. The TAPP project provides technical assistance to. the

Federally funded parent projects as well as to other parent projects through its

national office and four regional centers located in Georgia, Minnesota, New
Hampshxrc and the State of Washingt n. Since its funding in FY 84, the TAPP
pro-cct has conducted two national meetings anrsually on such topics as lcast

i e —g—p-—

restrictive - - -ironment, transition, and child abusc and neglect; has conducted

rcgmnal wor.shops attended by representatives of parent organizations in 13

Statcs and has collabcratcd w1th othcr natxonal organxzztnons and bro;ccts in

children and youth, In addmon to its confcrcncc actxvmes the TAPP project
assists parent organizations to improve their management and training capabilities,

and develops and disseminates methods and materials to meet the special needs of

parents, such as military personnel, who traditionally have been underrepresented

ir rarent trainring activities.

 Despite tie avzilability in many communities of a broad range of cducatnmal
and other service options to assist families in :neeting the diverse needs of their
handxcappcd ckild, there is no single source of information to which families can
ge to find out what these services are, where they are located, and how and
when they skould be accessed.

 To assist parents io identify, locate, and access services to meet the needs
of their handicapped child, a Federal initiative was undertaken in 1978 to support

the development of local models that would facilitate the match between

mdnvxdual needs and servxccs Known as Direction Service, bro;ccts were funded

in over 20 communities with the goal of developing locally appropriate procedures
and approaches for aiding parents to obtain and coordinate services for their
children. TheSe projects were .ntcndcd to devclop and demonstrate thc
effectiveness- of the direction concept and, when Federal support ended, to
chEléﬁ local sourccs of fundxng to c'o'ntinuc thcxr opcratxon Although these

populations and service structures, thcy sharcd four service components:

a comprchcnswc up-to-date

system of 1nformatxon about servxce ~programs, and other
resourcés available in the community to meet the needs of

cizent Tamilies.
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¢ Intake and Assessment, a coordinated mechanism for parents
to discover, interpret, or re-examine their child’s neceds. The
procedures utilized address the broad spectrum of educational,
acalth, social, and recreational needs that are short- or long-

term in nature, anticipated as well as unexpected.

, dirc.: assistance to parerits that helps
them identify their options, choose the ones that are right
for them and their child, and then take the necessary steps
to get the proper mix of services.

¢  Eqllow-Up. the process of monitoring the family’s changiys
circumstances, and ensuring that therz exists a set. of
consistent family and child oriented check-points to assure
that the child :s getting the necessary services. Follow-up

glso involves checking to see that, over time, services are
appropriately addressing the child’s needs.

In 1981, when the model development and demonstration projects were
completed, the focus of Federal support for direction service shifted from
development to techrical assisiance. That year, a contract was awarded to

Morgan Blashficld, Inc. of North Andcver, Massachusetts to analyze the experience
of the model projects, describe procedures and practices found to be successful,
promote awareness about directiin service nationally, and provide technical

assistance to community agencies ind: organizations interested in implementing and

adapting the dircection service concepi.

__In FY 85, OSEP awarded a Cooperative Agreement to the National Parent
CHAIN to establish a National Direction Service Assistance Prcject (NaDSAP)
which would confinue to provide technical assistance for the implementation of

direction service uctivities in new States and communities. The MaDSAP project
provides assistance to State and local parent ~and  professional service
organizations which want tc integrate direction service activities in their

operations. During the first two years of project operations, NaDSAP has worked
with orgznizations in,j:igh,t,:§trété’s: Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Illinois; Ohio,

Oregon; Virginia; and West Virginia:

The NaDSAP project has assisted States and local commuriities to develop

dircction service sites and to increase their capacity to mect the service needs of
handicapped children and their families. With ascistance provided by the project,
legislation was implemented in Illinois to provide direction service through the
State . library mnetwor, enabling parents and ‘professionals local access to
information on service availability. In Colorado, NaDSAP participated in the

establishment of the Colorado Disabilities Resource Center which plans te develop
a8 Sratewide sata-base on local services. In three other States participating in

“roject, NaDSAP technical assistance has contributed to the developrment of

d... tion service operations in nearly 20 cormm: »ities. in other States which have

more recently joined the project, NaDSAP as.istziice is focusing on increasing

awareness and organizational capacity for implementation of diréction service.



OSEP supports six ch:onal RL Jircé Centers that assist State and local

educational agencies in developing qual' 'y programs and Sservices for all

handicapped chiidren by providing consul:xstion; technical assistance, and trammg

A major goal of Regional Resource Cente (RRC) activity is to provide assistance

to the Stites io improve information dissemination to and training for

professionals and parents of handicapped children (EHa Section 621(a)(4)).

Parents from each State participate as members of the advisory group of each

RRC. providing consultation, recommcacations, and leadership along with State

Directors of Special Education in . determining nceds and pnormcs for. RRC

activities The RRCs have contributed to enhancing the service capacity of State

and local educationa! agencies and parent organizations. Further, they have
provided training dcsngncd to improve the effectiveness of the school/parent
partnership in educational planning and programming. These efforts are
illustrated by tke following FY 1986 RRC activitics.

] Through brcad- bascd partlc:patlon and collaboration of all

Northeast State educational agencies, Federally funded parent

assisiance projects and special educaticn professionals, the
Northeast Pegional Resource Center convened multnplc

régiéﬁélrﬁajjd State wonferences = and  disSeminated
State-of-the-ar- jnfffdfijjétﬁiéi to approximately 1,500 parents

and professioncis to improve the quality of family and school

relationships and. individualized programs for handicapped

students. For example, approximately 150 family members

and school personnel from the region attended a conference

entitled "Special Education Rights and Responsibilities:
Families and Schools Making It Work." The conference
focused on strategies to 1mprovc the quality of relationships
between families and schools in srder to meet the special
e¢ducation needs of studénts and avoid negative effects of
adversarial relationships -and proceedings.  Parents and

educators who_attended this conference from New. Hamipshire

ret irned home and formed the State’s Parent/Professional

P: tnership Steering Committee. . The objectives of this

co.- mittee include the development of a State Parent

A isory Group, rcsponsc to parcnt/profcssnonai partnership

nec.s as they arise, and the development of a handbook for
parcnts and professionals.

° Thc Gr;at Lake Area RRC assisted parent organizations in
five of the seven States in the region by dsveloping
coﬁﬁij{é@?éd service provider data bases. These data bases

provide parents as well as tcac‘lcrs rclatcd service personnel,

admlmstrators and other agcnc: S access to information on

thc ava:labnhty of spcc:al:zed ser-ices available in the region
for children with disabilities.



® The Wesiern RRC each year sponsors a conference for

parents representir.; State level coalitions of _parent

orgznizations_within the region. Thc FY 86 conference.
attended by State Directors of Special Education and parént
coalition representatives, addressed the implications of
cultural characteristics, such as child rearing practices and
approaches to disability and health, of -even _ ethnic

populations served in the region on the delivery of
educational services to handicapped children. ~As a result of

this conference, training is being planned for local level
educators and parents in three of the States in the region,

including California where 200 ptrsons in the State’s Special

Education Resource Network. will hbe trained. The training
will focus on designing and implementing protection in

evaluation procedures, procccural safeguards, and programs

which are responsive to cthnically and culturally diverse
children and families.

The projccts described above : :p.esent Federal initiatives over more than a

decade designed to enhance ths abi':vr of parents of handicapped children anc
youth to effectively participate ©., - icute for; and obtain educational programs
of their children.  Over the .3 decade, these projects have also been
supplemented and supported by other CSEP projects designed to develop and test

hew approaches for parent involvement in the education of ‘handicapped childrer..
For example, under the Handicapped Children’s Early Education Program, a variety

of madels-have been developed for parent involvement in educational decision-

making; advocacy, and service delivery for preschool age children. Under OSEP's

research program, projects have _examined the effectiveness of alternative

strategies for delivering pareni training, increasing the involvement of minority

parents in their. childrens’ education, and involving parents in the delivery of

educational services. _Together, OSEP’s support for direct services to parents and

for the production of new knowledg: related to increasing the effectiveness of

parent involvement have contributed to efforts nauonally to enable parents c*
handicapped children to participate with cducators in providing appropris‘c

educational opportunities to all handicapped children and vouth.

Parent Invoivement in the Individualized Ed

A review of the legislative history of the iaw, regulatiors impleme. ting thc

Act, and the subsequent interpretation of the [EP requirements jssied b: th: US
Department of Education (1981) indicates an expectation that parcait would e
equal participants, along with school personnel, in _developing, re ic zing ang

revising their child’s individualized education program and -v- .ld take an act,.e

part in discussions and decisions regardiag their child's progrom. Although :i, -
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i;giSlétiVE histery contains limited reference to the assumptions underlying parent

participation, an analysis of this history corcludes that Congress intended to
provide for parent participation for two. reasons (Turnbull; Turnbull and Wheat,
1982). First, parental sharing of information would provide a broader perspective
of the child as well as enhance the probability and capacity of families to
promote the child’s educational program at home. Second, parent participation
was designed as an caforceable right, enabling parents to safeguard the interests

of the child within the cducation system aacd to hold schools accountable for the
program they provided.

 Three distinct roles were envisioned for parents (Turnbull and Turnbull,

1782). These roles and their underlying assumptions were that

o  parents should be part of the cducational process from which

they had been so often removed - a belief in the role of the
parent as a deccision maker;

parent participation should increase the appropriateness of
educational services provided - a belief in the role of the

pareni as advocate and pi.icctor of the child’s educational
rights and interests; and

home - a belief in the role of parent as teacher.

o  parents should be invoived in the education of their child at

Since the enactrsnt of EHA-B, several implementation st-dics have examined

parents’ experiences related to these roles in the planning, delivery, and
evaluation of their handicapped child’s educational program. The parent as an
active and equal partner with school personnel in the education of the
handicappéd child has been the standard against which much of this research has
been conducted. The majority of studies which have examined the nature and
extent of parent participation was conducted during the early years of

implementation, a period during which parents and educators were establishing

their new relationship and developing procedures and strategies to support an

effective parent/school partnership. The portrait depicted by these studies is not
s single image of the parent as an active a.d equal participant but rather,

muitiple images reflecting a diversity in parent responses to the opportur.:ies for
involvement provided by the law. This diversity suggests heterogeneity among
parenis and variability in their interest and capacity to par:icipate in the
¢.ucational planning and pregramming process.  Each of the parent roles--parent
as decision maker, as protector and advocate of the child’s rights, and as
ceacher--arc examined below in I'ght of data from such studies on parent

:nvolvement since ihe Act was implem: .:cd.

Parents as Decision M [ke”.
~ The teliet th: % oL wod@ share the rights nad responsibilities as
decist no1L- <ers amr. - 3 imyv. o1y ( of the education process 1s oased on two



assi v oa (Turnbull and Turnbull, 1982). Firs. -at parents want to be

invgl- od in educational decision making and, when ¢ ® opportunity, will take
a0s. wrage of it; and second, that attending the mc. ng o plan their child’s 1EP
~.: enable parents to participate in decision mz:ing. Data from several studies
of parent involvement in the iEP process suggest significa-t variability in the

extent to which these assumptions hold true.

in a national survey of individualized education i ograms (1980) conducted by

iﬁlﬁiéiﬁcggagc}’g Triangle Institute (RTI), *cachers reported that in 70 percent of the

cascs, parents provided no input in the preparation of the IEP. Other studies
have found that while parent attendance is fairly high, parent participation in
actual decision making is very limited. An observational analysis of IEP meetings
(Goldstein et al,; 1982) found that the majority of parsnt contributions in the IEP
meetings were on the topic of personal/family issues, not on such educational
issues as evaluation, placement, and curriculum. In jts final report of a S5-year

study of the implementation of EHA-B in 16 LEAs, SRI International (1982)
indicated that while the quantity of _parsnt involvement increased significantly
after enactment of the law (i.e;; the number of parent-school contacts increased,
including parent attendance at IEP meetings), the law had a smaller effect on the
quality of parent-school interactions. SRI Intérnational reported that five years
after implementation, parents often did not make substantive contributions to

decisions concerning appropriate programs and services for their children.

The limited nature of parent ir -slvement in P conferences and in the

decisions made there have been attriluwe’. jn part, .+~ the attitude and practices
of some school personnel who attena -.d condust IEP inectings. For example,
scveral Sstudies of pupil planning in sne-ia' as well_as. general education have

found that many school personnel belije. = parents should contribute information

about their child but should not or cannot effectively participate jn any

Substantive way in the decision making process. The translation of this attitude
into practice may result in only limited opportunity for parent participation. For
example, in an observational study of 34 IEP meetings, school personnel stated the

purpose of the meeting in only 35 percent of the cases and specified what
decisions were to be made :a only 12 percent of the méeétings; parents were rever
asked their understanding of the purpose of the meeting or what theit
cxpectations were regarding the conference; parental input was requested by
school staff only occasionally, and then usualiy to obtair verification of an
observed problem or behavior: and in only 27 percent of the mectings was the

language used judged to be at a level parents could undersiand (Ysseldyke
Algozzine,; and Mitchell, 1982). Further, several studies have reported that in ti.c
majority of IEP conferences, the IEP was completely prepared urior to the
meeting; during the meeting;, parents were asked to review the IEP and
recommend changes to school personnel.  Presenting parents with what ‘may
appear to be decisions the school has already réached rather  than
recommendations; and cac fai'ure to directly communicate and provide appropriate

opportunities for involvement, can obviously limit parent participation in the IEP

decision making process.

94
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While i some §§§§§W§g}7x9917§§f§6ﬁhél inhibit or preclude active parent

involvement in IEP conferences and decisions by their at: itude or behavior,

research fmdmgs also suggcst that parents vary in_their interest in being active

as decision makers. The SRI International final report on the longitudinal study

found, based on interviews with parents and school personnel; thai some parents

did not contribute to decisions because they lacked adequate knowledge about
program sptions or because they were intimidated among school personnel they

perceived to be the experts. Others, however, abstained because they believe that

educational decisions are the appropriate responsibility of school personnel,

becacse they genuinely trust that school staff know what is best for their child,

or because they are apathetic or experience other constraints on their ability to
participate.

In another study (Lusthaus, Lusthaus, and Gibbs, 1981} approxnmatcly 100

parcnts of children served in _resoturce and special clags‘ maccmcnts were askcd thc
type of involvement they desired (i.e; no involvemeni, giving and receiving

information, and having control over dccxsnoas) in each of nine decisions related

to their child’s education. Half of the parents sampled mdxcatcd that in decisions

related to such matters as evaluation, class placement, and -iudent grouping for

instruction they preferred a role of giving and receivirs  :tormation: Control

over decisions was desired by a majority of parents 3 such matters as
determining the type of rccords that should be kept atount their child, medical

services for the child, and transfer of their child from onc¢ :-:0r! to another.

Although the nature of parcngailiWii@ftiﬁéijié’tiéri L ed.i~-ional
decision-making process may not be what was originally ens. ce:i It ag:vurs to
satxsfy some parents and rcprcscnt 'hcnr dcsxrcd lc«cl of partici: The SRI

increase commumratxon bctwccn parcnts and thc schools The (:t't'¢:cte of this

parental participation have been. reported in scveral studies as dem: . . ating a

positive relationship bctwccxi parcnt involvement and their commitment to the

decisions made, and parent satnsfaction with thcu- child’s educational program
{RTI, 1980; Say, McCollum, and Brightman, 1980; Polifka, 198i). The findings

from theése studies appear to sugg..st that structured contacts which focus school
pcrsonnel and parents on the nec.'s and program of the handicapped child have
beneficial outcomes for the child, parént, and the school.

Parents as Protectors and Advocate

chcml assumptmns undcrhc the . bclxcf that parcnt involvement msurcs thc

mlds rights to an appropriate education: First; parents can improve the quality

of decisions made by teachers; second, parents are eflcctive advocates for
insuring the acccuntab:hty of the school system,; and third, parents wnll rcprcscrs
the interests of their child without regard to thcnr own interests or to the

interests of other members of thé family (Turnbull and Turnbul!, 1982).
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Experience in the implementation of EHA-B has shown that many parents are
highly interested and successful in heing advocates for their handicappped

children. However; the assumption is not supported that all parents believe their

child needs to be protected from the educationsl system or that all parents will

function as adVocates, thereby rnsurrng their chrldrens rrghts and schools

accountabllrty (Benson and Turnbull, l986) Many parents view the school wrth
confidence and as an ally in efforts to meet the needs of their handicapped
children. For example, in a recently completed study of specral education funding
and service delrvery in Massachusetts overall parent satisfaction with Special

education was high amoing the 78 parents interviewed in 12 communities; a large
majority of parents interviewed reported positively on aspects of the special

education process; from the identification of children in need of service to IEP

meetings, and the delivery of services (Massachusetts Senate Committce on Post

Audit and Oversight, 1986). Sixty-six percent of the parents interviewed for this
study reported that the schiool had identified their child’s needs for special
services, and over 70 percent further indicated they had cxperienced no difficulty

in obtarnrng serHCes for therr chrld In another study, 65 percent of parents of

rmportance of frndmg competent professronals SO they could take a break l'rom

the educational responsibilities for their child as being a factor in “heir choice of
a preschool (Winton and Turnbull, 1981).

~ Parental ability to serve as an advocate for their handicapped child requires,
in part, that parents have adequate knowledge regardinz such matters as their
rights and the 'igh‘s,,ﬁf,,?,'EF,i’ chiid, and the school's special education procedures

and programs. 4s documented in. previous Congressional reports, schoo! districts

have irnpléinented extensivc efforts to pr0vrde such. rnformatron to parents

including written brochures describing steps in the planning process, printed

statements detarllng parents nghts and procedural safeguards under Federal and

command of the basic knowledge considered neeessary to represent their chrlds

interests (SRI International, 1982; Massachusetts Senate. Committee on Post Audit

and Oversight, 1986). In the Massachusetts study cited above, for example, parent

knowledge regarding their rights under State law and the nature of their child’s

spec:al educatron program was determmed to be hrghly varrable even though

their child’s educational plan and 66 percent knew they could .equest a copy of
test records, only 37 percent of the parents; whoseé involvement with special

education ranged from one to 10 years, wr - aware of their right to an

independent evaluation at school expense: = urther; many of the parents

rntervxewed for this study lac.(ed knowledge of what therr chnldrens needs were
and the types and frequency of services their children were receiving.
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Somc parents appear to be uaconvinced that their contributions can

significantly improve the quahty of Jdecisions made by tcachcrs Whnlc thcy can

contribute mformauon about th"ii‘ ch:ld and concur with the school’s

recommendations, some parents express 2 lack of self-confidence and the skills
necessary to function as equal partners with school personnel whose specialized
training and experience qualify them to address issues related to assessment,
curriculum planning; and behavior management. The Massachusetts study found

that while parents were concernéd with their children’s education and wanted to

know what was going on; a prevalent assumption among them was that, regarding

their children’s ecducation, the school knows best.  Authors of this study
concluded that this assumption by parents, combined with their limited knowledge;
has led some to withdraw, abdicating their decision makmg to the school.

rcgard to the needs and interests of thcnisclvcs and other family members is a

challcrnge for parents in general and, perhaps, more so for some parents of

handrc*rpcd chnldrcn Famnl:cs of chnldren who havc handncappmg condmons arc

presence of handicapped children withiz the famxly, and at the samc time, such

familic. are tubject to the same opressures and tensions that every family faces

(Gal .;her, Beckman and Cross; 1983): Ccmpeting demands on their time

resulting from work and responsibilities for other children, the added financial

costs that some parents of handicappcd children may experience; and the attentinn

and structure “hat may be requircd in the home in order to manage and care for

their handicappd child are but a few of the factors that contribute to stress

cxperienced by sume famnhcs of handncappcd children. The desire to protcct their

haMnrappcd .l.ud from fanlurc or rc_;cctmn, or to reduce strcss imt“ n thc family

View as too restrictis- or othcrwrsc inappropriate, given the educational goals
they have for the child (Turnbull and Turnbull, 1982). Given the int erdependence

of the fatmly systcm,f:t may be unrcasonablc to expect parents to separate

entirely lhc interests of their hand:cappcd child in the educational planning

process fiora those of the family at large.

2nts as Teacuers

Underlying tas belief twat involvement in the dcvclopmcnt of hcxr child’s

educational prog.am would assist parénts in supporting their child’s educational

program at home wa. an assumption that hand:cappcd children will experience

reater progress who~ parents and teachers 1mplcmcnt a coordinated instructional

approach (Benson ano Turnbull, 1986). There is little doubt that parents teach

their children. iﬁfi"&i. their daily interactions and that consistency between the

home and schoot can iz of temefit to the child’s continued progress in achieving

cducational goals and obiurtive.. In fact, research has shown that many parents

of young. hand:cappcd children h ve achieved impressive Success as teachers of

their own children, by providing continuits, opportunity for practice and
reinforcement (Turnbull and Turnbull, 1982; McConkey, 1985).



However, being an cffcct ve tﬂachcr of one’s own child can be a formidable
undertaking, for some parents requiring skill acquisition, restructuring of  the
home environment, and reeligning of famiiy priorities.. Dencnding on_the nature
and extent of the child’s needs and competing rcsponsibilities in the family that
require paréntal attention, serving as teacher can also be stressful: While some
parents have or can acquire the knowledge, intsrest, and resources ﬁféé;}@é?y to

actmcly carry _educational approachcs over into da'ly lxv.ng sntuatxons 1n the home

it appears that others may prefer more limited involvement or may prefer to

cmphas:zc aspccts of their child’s dwclopmcnt which receive less attention during

the school day (Turnbull and Turnbull 1982). While parental support for
educational goals is desirable and worth workmg towards; it is evident that not
all parents can or will chcose to deliver the cducatxonal program in the home.

Thc cumulative cxpcrxcncc of patcnts in the education of. handxcapprd

children as described in_ studies of 1mplcmcntatmn suggests theie is considerable

variation in the nature and extent of parental mvoivcment in the dcvclopment and

implementation of individualized education programs. While some parents have

assumed an aétxvc and cqual rolc m thexr partncrshxp thh thc smools others

because they jiave Aot had ,épp’rbp”riate opportunities to acquire the sknuq
knowledge and confidence they need, and some because opportunities for

participation have not been provided. . The challenge to educational agencies,

organizations, and individuals interested in improving the effectiveness of the

parent-school partnership is to help parents recognize that tliey have expertise

that is valuablc to their chxlds educational program, that thcy can -acquire -the
skills and knowlcdgc necessary for’ participation; and that they have both a right
and responsibility to participaté in whatever ways possible for the benefit of their
handicapped child.

Dispute Resolution

that dlffcrcnccs could arise between parcnts and schools ovcr the educatxonal

program of the handicapped_child: In the legislative history of P.L.. 94-142,

Congress expressed the expectation that the due process provisions of the law

would provide parents and schools an alternative tc the judicial system and the
courts for resolving such dlffcrcnces over a handxcappcd child’s education. No
longer should the courts be the main arbiter of différences between parents and
the schools. As an alternative to judicial recourse, framers of the law viewed the

due process hcarmg as a means of providing a rclatxvcly informal; inexpensive and

prompt remedy when agreement could not be reached in the educational planning
process (Clune and Van Pelt, 1985).

Tradmonally, due proccss hcanngs havc bcen uscd to guarantec accuracy in

fact finding, participation in decision making, and the perception of fairness to

persons faced with the potential loss of liberty or property through acts of
government (Friendly, 1975). The procedures and rights specified in EHA-B are

75 9 7



based on established principles of administrative due process and, as such, satisfy

all the major elements of due process generally thought to be essential to a fair
hearing (Kuriloff; 1985). Section 615 of EHA-B provides that both parties in a
dispute have the right to be accompanied by counsel; to make written and oral
arguments; to_confront; cross-examine and compel the attendance of witnesses; to
receive a. written or electronic verbatim record of the hearing; and to receive a
written account of findings of fact. Further, the hearing decision must be based
on the strength of the evidence provided within the context of the requirements

of the applicable State and Federal laws. A recently cnacted amendment to
Section 615, the Handicapped Children’s Protection Act of 1986, authorizes the

award of -reasonable attorney’s fees to parents or guardians of handicapped
children who prevail in due process hearings or in subsequent civil actions.
Previous reports 1o Congress have described various aspects of the

implementation of the due process provisions of EHA-B.__These have included

descripticias of the types of educational issues over which parents and schools

disagree; how States select; _train; and review the performance of hearing officers,
and . procedures States employ to assure the timely i..plementation of hearing

decisions:. _In addition, these earlier reports indicated that while States had
clearly. developed the capacity to implcment the due process ‘hearing_procedures,

unanticipated outcomes had occurred. ln particular, these reports indicaied that
hearirgs had become both more adversarial znd costly than had been originally
anticipated.

- _This report examines in more detail these unanticipated outcomes, based on

the findings of implementation studies conducted over the last several years on
the icgal orientation of due process procedures. Next, study resuits related to
parent and school perceptions regarding the fairness of and their satisfaction with
due process hearings as a means of resolving educational disputes are presented.
Finally, findings on the use and impact of mediation procedures as a pre-hearing

alternative for resolving educational disputes between parents and the schools are
discussed.

Du¢ Process Hearings

- It was anticipated that the due process hearing would afford schools and
parents .a relatively informal and cost efficient means to settle_their differences

ver maticrs associated with the educational program of a handic ped child.
Evidence from several studies conducted since the implementation of the due

over matters associated with the educational program of a handicap

process requirements of the EHA-B suggests, however, that due process
proceedings have taken on the climate and characteristics of judicial proceedings

(Budoff and Orenstein; 1982) and, for the schools and for some parents, involve
considerable finaneial cost:
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, Thc rchancc on lcgal profcssxonals and the cxtcnsxvc use of witnesses and
cxhxbxts by both parents and the school characterize due process hcanngs in
several States For cxamplc Spccxal education- due process hearings in several
States (cg New Jersey) are conducted by the Stzte court of administrative law

which is responsible for conducting such proceedings across departments of State

government. _The operational procedures of these courts are distinctly legal in

nature, where hearings are conducted by administrative law judges serving as

hearing officers. _In other States, only attorneys have been eligible to serve as

hearing officers (e:g:, Florida, Nebraska, North Carolina, and Yirginia). . _Given

their background and training, it would be expected that their preference for the
conduct of hearings would lead them to reliance on practices reflective of legal

proceedings.  However, even in States where hearings are conducted by

cducational agencies themselves and where educators and others whose background

is not legal serve as: hearing officers_(e.g;; Michigan); hearings are increasingly

described as  formal, adversarial proceedings characterized by their legal
proccdurcs and adherence to lcgal principles (Snmpson 1984).

conductcd in their Statcs suggest that attorneys play a ma_;or rolc in - the

resolution  of educational disputes serving either -parent -or school

representatives.. _In a sample of hearings conducted in 1983 84 in a State which

that year held ncarly 300 hearings, attorneys represented parents in 89 percent of.

the hearings and advocates represented another six percent; _ school districts in

this sample were represented by attorneys in 81.5 percent of the cases (RIEP in

progress). In another State that same year, the SEA rcportcd that in the 18

hearings conducted, attorneys represented school districts in 61 percent of the

hearings and parents in 67 percent of the hearings;  parents in that State

represented. themselves in only 17 percent of the hearings that year (NASDSE,

1985)._ In all hearings conducted in a third State before 1983, parents represented

themselves in only five. percent of the hearings, used attorncys 81 percent of the

time, and used advocates in the remaining 14 percent of the cases; . while school

districts in tlie same hearings employed_ legal representation at a signficantly
lower rate, attorneys were used in nearly 47 percent of the cases (Davis, 1983).

In numerous ,studtcs, parcnts and school offmals who have gone to a due

process hearing report that legal or advocate representation is essential for both

sides because of the technical nature of the hcanng procccdmgs the need to

clearly organize and present each side, cspcc:ally in cases where the issues are
complxcatcd ‘and to -equalize the perceived imbalance between parents and the

schools in the hearing process. LEA administrators surveyed by one study

confirmed the importance of counscl for both parties in a dispute, but reported

that legal representation was rcsponswlc for enhancing the adversarial nature of

hearing procedures (Romano, 1982).
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The extensive use of witnesses, both from inside and outside the school, and
the importance of written evidence in establishing the facts of the case

contribute to the legal orientation of the due process hearing. A recent study of

a sample of hearings in one State found that all parties called witnesses in

presenting their cases (RIEP, in progress). Witnesses testifying in hearings on
che parent side averaged three (ranging from one to six), and on the school side
averaged nearly five (ranging from one to 10). - These findings are largely
consistent with the results of a study -in another State on a sample of hearings
conducted in the 1980-81 school year (Simpson, 1984). This study found that the
average number of witnesses for parents was 3.8 (ranging from 0 to 10) and for

schools was fiv: (ranging from two to nine).

Another factor contnbutmg to the legal clxmatc of due process hcanngs is
documentation. The RIEP study found that the number of written documents,

sei.ving as cxhxbxts, submitted in each case averaged 28 for parents and 29 for

schools. Such documents included the child’s educational plans for several years,

prbgrcss rcports tcacher assessments, school and mdependent evaluation results,

letters bctwecn parcnts and school pcrsonncl and treatment reports of
professionals outside the school.

Parents and school dnstncts cxpcncncc fmancxal as wcll as cmotnonal costs

related to the hearing_process. The financial cost of using attorncys calling

cxpcrtr witnesses to. prepare and present tcstxmony, and managing each party’s

case can be significant both for school districts and parents. Added to these
costs are those associated with admxmstcrmg the hcanng, such as_ for preparing
transcripts and expenses of the hearing officer. However; when contrasting . the

rclatnvc abxhty of partxcs m the dxsputc to finance_ their case,. parcnts behcve

the resources of _ tﬁc orgamzatnon to fmance hearmg costs while parents often

must_finance directly the costs they incur (Simpson, 1984). Whereas school staff

and _attorneys. can prcpare for and partxcxpatc m a hearsng durmg thc coursc of
independent evaluation, arrange for witnesses, develop their case, and attend the
hearing.

. ch studies havc cxammed thc cost of due proccss heanngs tgpg;cnts and
school districts. The - reported
hearing costs ranging from $750 to $4 500 to covcr the expenscs of attorneys and

~reported school dxstnct

school staff who prepare and present. testimony at the hearing, and for parents

costs. of $1,000 to $3,500, primarily for attorney fees and expenses. One State

surveyed by NASDSE in 1985 reported that in 25 hearings recently conducted in

that State, the average combined costs to parents and schools was $7, 000;

hearing costs in this State ranged up to $17,000, and parties were accompanied in

alt hcanngs by attorncys In a study of hearings conducted at the local level in
1980-81 in another State, hearing costs, direct and indirect, reported by school
districts ranged from approximately $1,000 to $16, 300, with the average being
nearly $6,000 (Mange and Henley, 1982).
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In contrast to the financial costs, the emotional costs associated with the

due process hearing cannot be quantified. However, both parents and educators
report that participation in a due process hearing can produce stress and anxiety.
Parents report that the emotional costs of using the hearing system are high
(Budoff and Orenstein; 1982); resulting from professionals’ questioning their
motives; from the pressure of developing and presenting their case, and from what

sometimes seem to be endless delays in obtaining and implementing a_hearing
decision: . Similarly, school personnel report experiencing loss of morale and

seif-confidence when their professional judgment is publicly questioned and when

their interest in the child’s welfare is impugned.

Of prime importance -in determining the effectiveness of due process
procedures is the extent to which they achicve the goal of providing a fair means
for reaching an appropriate resolution - of _an_ educational dispute.- Studies

conducted to date have not provided an objective assessment of the fairness and

appropriateness of duc process hearings in resolving disputes regarding a child’s
educational program. _ In fact, such assessments are particularly - problematic
because of both definitional and measurement issues. For example, while it would
be possible to define fairness to mean that due process hearings are equally

accessible to all parents of handicapped children; or that they operate in such as
way that both schools and parents are equally able to_influence the hearing
decision, such definitions are difficult to measure. All parents may have been
informed of their right to due process; but may not understand when to exercise

it or may choosc not to do so bccause of a reluctance to confront the school or
to incur the financial costs:

. Determining whether due process hearings result in appropriate decisions is

cqually . difficult, particularly in light of the subjective nature of the term
"appropriate." Not only can parents and educators be expected to hold differing
views of what is an appropriate program, given the unique perspectives from
which they view the child, but there is evidence to suggest that professional
educators, working under ideal and non-adversarial circumstances, cannot always
agree on cither the assessment or placement of a handicapped child (Kuriloff,
1985).  Studies conducted to date have focuséd primarily on the extent to which

parties to a dispute believe that they have been accorded their rights under law,
whether they believe they were each treated equitably in the process, and
whether they believe that the decisions rendered were based on the evidence
presented.

_Several studies conducted since 1952 have examined the perspectives of a
sample of persons who have participated in_special education due process hearings
regarding the fairness of this procedure and their satisfaction. with their
treatment and the decision that was rendered.  While these studies have certain
limitations (€., use of small, non-random samples of hearing participants and
reliance on rctrospective. perceptions of their experience without verification of
fact), their results, based on experiences in different States, provide. largely

consistent results regarding parents’ and school administrators’ perceptions of the
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falrncss of hcarmg proccdurcs and thcxr satnsfactxon thh thc appropnatcncss of

the duc proccss hcanng as a mcans of resolvmg educatxonal dxsputcs In two of

two out of three cases (Goldbcrg, 1985 and Romario, 1982). In a third study,
schools were successful slxghtly more oftcn than parents (Siiﬁpsoh; 1984).

The ma_uorxty of parcnts rcport thcy had bccn accordcd

many of- the due. proccss rights to which they were entitled under law (Goldberg,

1985_and Romano, 1982). . For example, most reported they had received notice of

the hearing in time to prepare their case and had been provided access to their

child's records to use as cvxdcncc, although in both studies many parents reported

that _the school did not provide adequate explanation -of either the hearing

procedures or such records as their child’s evaluation results. Further;-45 percent
of parents in one study reported they were not informed of the availability of

legal assistance or independent evaluation (Romano, 1982), and; in another, only

27 percent of the parents had learned of their right_to request a hearing from

school personnel {Simpson, 1984) In explaining their failure to inform parents of

certain of their due process rights, some school officials reported there seemed no

nccd to do so if the parent had already secured the assistance of an advocate or

I'hc ma_lonty of parcnts and school offxcxals bclxcvc thcy or thcxr

rcprcécntat;vcs had the opportunity at the hearing to present most or all of their

case to the hearing officer; although, in general, parents reported they had less

opportunity than did school officials. Goldberg and Romano report that more than

95 percent of school admxmstrators indicated they had _the oppcrtunity to present

all or most of their case in the hearing, while in the Simpson and Goldberg

studies 40 and 19 percent of the parents, respectively, - reported they had no

opportunity to present tiieir side of the case. Parents cited various reasons for

their response regarding thé adequacy of the. opportunity they had to present

their case. Some parents commented that havmg choscn to be rcprescntcd by an

advocate in the hearing, they themselves were limited in what they could- -say and

when they could speak. Others reported thut the hearing officer limited the

presentation of their side of the case because of time constraints (Simpson, 1984)

A majority of parcnts and school offxcxala bcllcvc thcy were trcatcd fau-ly in

the hcarmg process. . However, parents were_significantly  less positive  in this

respect: than: were school officials. For example, while most (90 percent) school

officials believed that the hearing had been conducted fairly, only half of the

parents shared this perception; further, 40 percent of the parents indicated that
hearings were totally or substantially unfair (Goldbcrg, 1985). Romano reported

that 35 percent of the parents he studied indicated a belief that their hcanng

officer did -not act in an impartial manner; while one-third of the parcnts in

another_study indicated that the hearing, regardless of hearing outcome, had not

been conducted fairly by the hearing officer (Simpson, 1984).

Two of these studxcs compared partnc;pants bi:itcebtiotis of fajrnéssjo
hearing outcome. While one found a significant correlation for both parents and

administrators between their perception of procedural fairness and hearing
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outcome (Goldberg, 1985), the other found no such correlation (Simpson, 1984).
The comients of the majority of parents in these Studies indicated they believe

that- hearing officers were kﬁdWlbdgCﬁblC; applied the rules: of the hearing
consistently to both parents and school personnel, and treated each_ ;}dc,y{th
respect. In contrast, parents who did not believe they had been treated fairly

rcportcd that hearing officers seemed, on the basis of the questnons thcy asked,

to have rcached their dec:s;on about the case before all thc cvxdcncc had been

iiéri:’rité in contrast to most Sbhool officials, disagree ébéﬁt the_extent to
whxch the decisions rendered by hearing officers were based on the evidence

presented at the hearing. While 81 percent of school administrators were positive

in_ this regard (Goldberg, 1985 and Romano, 1982), only half the parents in one
study (Goldbcrg. l985) and 60 _percent m another (Romano l982) agree that

parents and school jdiﬁii‘iiit’ritﬁojt?» one of these studies {Goldberg; - 1985) found
that _their perceptions regarding _the basis. for the hearing decision.. was

significantly . correlated to hearing outcome. .  While over 90 percent of

administrators in _these _two_studies _reported that the hearing officers adequately

explained the basis for their decision, somcwhat fewer of the parents agreed.

Parents in one study claimed that the terminology used in the decisions was often

legalistic and the decision itsslf vaguely written (Romano, 1982).

WM In rating thcxr overall sat:sfact:on with the hcarmg

process they participated in and with the hcarmg results (based on a_ 7 pcint
scale from none to total satisfaction), one Study found significant differences

between school officials aﬁriid p’ﬁj'c'rits (Goldberg, l985) Whereas over 80 percent

and ottcome; only 38 pcrccnt of thc parcnts shared thxs satisfaction. For both

parents and administrators; hearing outcome was significantly correlated with their

overall satisfaction with the hearing process._and_results. _Total dissatisfaction

with the hearing process was reported by 49 percent of the parents and 9 percent

of the LEA administrators. In another study, similar findings were reported

regarding parental satisfaction with their hearing experience (Simpson, 1984).

thlc c:tmg some problcms these studies indicate that a majority of school

offxc;als and parents who have used due process as a means of resolving
cducat:onal dxsputcs report that it is largcly an cquntably admxmstcrcd proccdurc
They further report that as a safeguard of the child’s educational interests it is

an essential protection that should not be abridged. Its value is seen not only as
an_-ultimate protection _but also as a form of lcycragc for_use by both parties in

their deliberations over_the child’s educational program. .However, neither group

reported the due process hearing to be a good way of resolving their differences.

In one . study (Goldberg, 1985), 67 percent of parents and one-third of school

officials in retrospect considered the hearing to be a negative means of settling
their differences, while 47 percent of school administrators and 11 percent - of
parents found 1t to bc pos:tnvc Thxs study found no. corrclatnon between héiiitig

dxffcrcnccs Although 73 percent of the parents interviewed for another study
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(Simpson, 1984) said they would use due process again if other forms of dispute

resolution were not available, 40 percent assérted that the hearing was not a good

way of resolving the educational dispute.

___The studies cited above, along with several conducted earlicr and reported in
prcvious reports to Congress, create two. distinct views on the implementation of

¢ one hand, duc process is considered by school
administrators and parents to be an essential and necessary guarantee of - the

duec process procedurés. On the one ha

child’s right to an appropriate educational program and the parent’s right to

challenge the recommendations of the school. On the other hand, however, as a
result _of its legal - orientation, many parents and administrators who have
participated in a due process hearing consider hearings to be _ill-suited to
resolving educational disputes. _Among the negative aspects reported by both
groups are the ioss of control over decisions affecting the child;, the development
of adversarial attitudes and tension between school personnel and parents, and the

personal and organizational resources that ire required.

. For some parenis and schools, the due process hearing represents the first

time they have substantially disagreed - about the educational program of a

handicapped child. However, several studies have documented that for many the
duc process hearing is only the public acknowledgement of long-standing

differences and a history of disagreement that has existed between the school and

parent (Budoff and Orenstein, 1982). Poor communication, lack of trust, delays in
acting, and the lack of a cooperative attitude by either party are only of few of

the factors that characterize the relations between some parents_and. school
personnel. - While the due process hearing may put an end to a particular dispute,
for some it does not end the conflict that has evolved over a long period of time

(Fiedler, 1985; Budotf and Orenstein, 1982).

Adversarial methods of resolving differences are not well suited to conflicts

between: parties who will have a continuing relationship (Yoshida, 1979; Fiedler,

1985). Suck methods can be divisive and focus participants attention on_winniug

rather than on solving problems of mutual interest. Unless a child moves or

otherwise changes programs, it is likely that after a hearing parents_and.school
officials will n=2d to work together, particularly as the child’s needs change over

time. . Yet, .~ some parents and school personnel; the due. process hearing

appears to o .ii'le to resolve long-standing conflicts between them or to

facilitate cooperativ» »+d constructive relations in theé fiture:

~ Limitations and consequences associated with due process have led many

parents and cducaiors to recommend that alternatives for. resolving educational
disputes be sought and implemented (Fiedler; 1985; Goldberg, 1985; Simpson, 1984;
Budoff and Orenstein; 1982). Chief among such recommendatjons are training for
parents and educators to improve their problem-solving and communication skiils
and; thus, minimize the development of conflict; pre-hearing conferences in which
a. hearing officer or other neutral party can help disputing parties _consider
alternative _solutions to -their differences; and alternative, less _adversarial
procedures for resolving disputes such as mediation. Over the last decade, many

State and local educational agencies and parent organizations have implemented



these and other procedures for lumtmg angj;solvxng conflict. The. Vi‘aiigﬁiﬁé

section examines the effect of one of these procedures, mediation, which is being
uscd mcrcasmgly as a pnor step to due process hearings for resolving disputes

Thc ijﬂ’L Annual Rgport to_ﬁongmss cited various. proccdurcs dcsxgncd to

fac:htate the resolut:on of educatxonal dxsputcs between parents and thc schools.
Among the pre-hearing alternatives commonly implemented bv States to facilitate
dispiite -resoliition- i§ mediation. 7W}ulc neithkzr meﬁdxatﬁxon”nor othgr proccdurcs
designed to - facilitate the resolution of educational disputes is mentioned
specifically in P.L. 94’142 ~a_comment _to tljé _régulations related to_the due

e Y e

to be successful in resolving dxsputcs (Section 360506) Thxs commentary
suggcstcd that the use of mcdxatxon could be cons:dCred as an mtervcmng step
prior to a due process hearing, so long as such use did not deny or delay a
parent’s right to a due ﬁfﬁbb§§ hearing.

‘The use of mcdxatxon as a pzoccdurc for. rcsoivmg dxsputcs bctwecn parcnts

and schools has expanded since the law was enacted. In 1976, Massachusetts was
the first State to incorporate mediation procedures into its due process system.
In 4 1982 survey of State educational ageancies, NASDSE found that 11 States had
xncorporatud mednatxon or a sumlar f orm of -pre- hcarmg dxsputc resolutxou _process

opnon tliat maust. bc ol‘f;rcd to parcnts and schools. At tﬁat txmc anothcr 22

States reported that the SEA_ encouraged. the —use of pre-hearing alternatives

through. nonrcgulatory means. To support the implementation of such alternatives,

SEAs developed training materials, offered training for mediators, and/or
developed operational guidelines for conducting mediation proceedings.

A study of- duc proccss heanngs and mcdxatxon m spccxal cducatlon m 48

NASDSE survcy that in thc, 1982, 83 school year. 13 States had rcgulatmns in place
that _specifically encouraged _or _required that pre-hearing dispute  resolution
procedures_be offered to_ parents and schools._ . This study further found that 18

SEAs bad established mediation programs designed to assist parents and schools to

resolve their chffcrcnccs pnor _to resorting to.a due process hearing. _In addition,

this study identified four other States in which no formal SEA program had been

established but where on an informal ‘basis SEA staff sometimes become involved

in efforts to. scttlc 7d1ffercnces betwcen parents and school personnel prior to é

LEAs, or aftf the suggestion of the SEA in States where the SEA receives
notification that a dispiite has developed or a hearinig has been requested.

~ This expansion of SEA efforts to broaden the alternatives available to
parents and schools for thé resolution of disputes that arise in déveloping and
délivering an appropriate educational program for a handicapped child appears to
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have emerged for two major reasons. First was to permit schools and parents an

opportunity to Settle their differences without incurring the costly, adversarial

and cmotionally taxing experience of the due process hearing; structured as it is
on procedural detail and rules of law. Second was to permit disputing parties_to
repair or preserve a level of respect and communication that would enabie them

to work together productively in future educational planning efforts for the
handicapped chiid:

____Three studies, either recently completed or still underway, have examined the
effectiveness of mediation programs administered by SEAs. One of these,

sponsored by the National Institute for Dispute Resolution (Singer and Nace,
1985), examined mediation programs in two States. The second, currently being
conducted by the Research Institute for Educational Problems, Inc. (RIEP; in

prcgress); has-surveyed due process and mediation practices nationally: Finally; in
1985 NASDSE surveyed administrators of SEA mediation programs in five States
and._parent advocates in two of these States regarding _implementation. of the
mediation_process. The findings and implications of these studies related to the
goals, procedures and outcomes of SEA mediation programs provide the empirical

foundation for this section.

Terms such as negotiation and compromise are frequently used to describe

how differences are resolved and agreements achieved using the mediation process.
For mediation in special education, negotiation sesms to place too much emphasis
upon a particular strategy which_ is_ often associated with managemen*-iabor
disputes. The issues in_special education mediation do not involve just two
parties secking benefits or reduced costs; they involve the development of an
appropriate educational program for a child which consists of multiple and
sometimes complex service componeits; resulting from_agreements forged out of
some:imes - differing perspectives among and _between educators and parents.
During mediation, the focus is the child’s best interest which the mediator is
charged with protecting. Compromise, unfortunately, suggests that parties may be
conceding or giving up important points and, possibly, jeopardizing the weifare of

the child. Neither term denotes effectively the problem-=solving nature of the
mediation process.

by NASDSE (1985) indicated that, although

__ The SEA representatives surveyed by NASDSE (198:
parties_may have to change their positions in _order. to reach a satisfactory

agreement, neither must feel that they lest an important point. Rathér; one SEA

representative characterized thé primary goal —of mediation to achiévé resolution
of the present dispute through the collaborative efforts of both parties working in
the best interest of the child. If such collaboration can be achieved; the
mediation process will, hopefully; enable parents and school personnel to work

together productively in their future educational planning efforts.
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In the three studies of special education mediation, several variations in the

btoccdural .implementation. of mediation_ programs. ‘administered by SEAs were

found. . The mediation process .is triggered in any one of several ways, depending

on the State and its due process procedures. A request for a due proccss hearing
in some States, or parental rejection of a child’s educational plan in others;

initiates the mediation process. In Such States, mediators or other SEA staff
contact school personnel and parents to determine their willingness to attempt to

resolve their differences through mediation: . In other States, particularly those

where due process_hearings are conducted at the local level, parents or school

personnel must initiate contact with the SEA to indicate their interest in

mediation. The RIEP study identified one such State where the SEA heavily
advertises its mediation program throughout the State. The SEA attcmpts to

schedule the mediation as soon as possible so that the parties’ right to a_timely

hearing is not abridged. . The parties may. waive the Federal 45-day timeline

(CFR._ 300. 512(a)) between a request for a hearing and the hearing decision, and on

occasion do, in order to utilize the mediation process. Prior to -the mediation;
the medxators m somc Statcs famxlxanzc thcmsclvcs thh _the hxstory of the

staff in othcrs mediators make no attcmpt to learn morc than the basic nature

of the dispute until the mediation proceeding when both parties are present.

While. some vanatnons in the mcdxatlon proccedmg exist, such as their lcngth

and how medxators structurc spcc:f:c elcmcnts of thc procccdmg, thc mcdxatxon

personnel. The mediator cmphasxzcs the prmcxples of confxdcrmahty .and
flexibility underlying the mediation process and focuses attention on the collective

interest of all parties to achieve agreement about the child’s educational -program.

The mediator -establishes him or her self as a facilitator whose role is not to

impose a settlement but, rather, to assist the parties .to_resolve. their current

dxffcrcnccs Having established their role;, the mediator requests the parents to

describe their child, the disputed issue(s),-and what they desire as an appropriate

resolution. . While a parent adviser or advocate may bc prcscnt parents most

often. spcak for themselves (RIEP, in progress). The school is then asked to

present their position and the reasons for their recomimiendations. Durmg or aftcr

these presentations the mediator mtcrvencs as necessary with questions and

comments to further clanfy and define the specific- differences between the

parties and to identify the issues to be addressed. This definitional phase is of
particular importance because its outcome, a clear statement of the issues to be
mediated, becomes the focus of subsequent dialogue between the mediator and
each party.

B thlc dxsagrccmcnts are_sometimes rcsow:a at thxs xmtxal Jomt session, more

tybxcally the mediator next meets privately in caucus with each . party to dxscuss

the issues, to examine alternative saintxons ‘and to work out each aspcct of the

agreement. . It is at thesc private sessions where differences among school

personnel may surface;, where the mediator may test the limits and flexibility of
cach party’s position, and where give and take can occur in an environment that
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is nonthreatening. The mediator shuttles back and forth between the two parties

communicating progress towards a scttiement until either an agreement or impasse

appears to have been reached. This cycle of joint and private sessions may occur

once; or may_ be repcated several times when opportunities for face to face

dialogue between parents and school personnel seem advisable:  At.a final joint
session, the agreement is outlined, committed to_writing by the mediator and
signed by cach party. In some cases;, final agreement is postponed to permit

partics to consider options that have been suggested or to obtain additional
information.

__ The mediated agreement usually consists of statements of what the parties

agree to without the findings of fact and law_that are included in due. process

hearing decisions, and in somec States becomes part of the child’s IEP. If either

party fails to implement their part of the agreement, the parent and school may
return to mediation or; more likely, proceed to a due process hearing. If a
mediated agreement cannot be -reached, the parties may reconvene to continue

mediation at a later date or proceed to a due process hearing:

. _Role and training of mediators. SEA representatives and parent advocates
report that the role of mediator is a demanding one. In.the five States surveyed
by NASDSE (1985), the mediators . were usually SEA employees who have

professional and_administrative_experience in cither cducation or other human
service ficlds. Some have other SEA responsibilities while others serve only as
mediators. In another State studied by the NIDR (1985); mediators work on
contract to the SEA. Backgrounds of mediators in this State include attorneys

and former school administrators and teachers.
__SEA representatives surveyed by NASDSE (1985) identified a specific set of
desirable qualifications for mediators. - They must have knowledge of special

cducation laws, regulations, and their interpretations to ensure that agrecments
they draw up are legally consistent with State_and Federal requirements. They
need to have sound problem-solving and interpersonal Skillé;bécziiisa,ﬂiég,gqgt

help the parties identify those issues that can be resolved and those that cannot;

in addition they often neced to provide information to parents who_are uninformed
about or less experienced than school personnel with school and ecducational

practicc. However, mediators must tread a fine line between__helping. parents

participate more -cffectively and the perception. that providing such information
compromises their neutrality.  Further, mediators must be _informed about
currently available service and program -options throughout the State .in order to
Suggest alternatives that may not have been considered by the disputing parties.

Finally, they must be skilled in writing_ clear, understandable, and precise
agreements which the parties can follow and measure implementation against.
_This latter skill was highlighted by parent advocates as being. especially

important (NASDSE, 1985). They reported that a vaguely or imprecisely. written
agrecment - is_harder to implement to each party’s satisfaction than_one which
clearly articulates who will do. what and when. Advocates surveyed ad ded that if

the agreement is not satisfactorily implemented, the parties may lose trust in each
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otlicr, dxeown thc mcdmnon rroccss and, rathcr than attcmpt mcdratron agam,

proceed to a due process hearing to pursue their dispute:

, vacn tlus dcmandmg rolc, most SEA rcprcscntatives reported to NASDSE

(1985) _that they couduct cxtcnsxvc traimng programs whrch drffCr more_ m lcngth

special education ,drsputcw,,», trammg sessions cover the conccgg :otﬂqlig:glraggp ggg
its place .in the due process system, special education laws and regulations, and

various disputé ccttlement approaches- and techniques: 7Dgr1ng these sessions;

candrdatcs observe videotapes of mediations and participate in simulations of
mediation.

Gamhdatcs are thcn ass:gncd to an expcrrcnce’d person in ordcr to

co-mcdmtc a dispute. Eventually candidates mediate their own case while an

experienced mediator observes. Even with careful preparation, some mediators

experience problems, usually reported to the SEA by the disputing parties; after a
review of their performance; where justxflcd some: are removed. Those who

remain meet to_discuss changes in and . mtcrprctanons of the law and more

effective ways of handling particular types of issues or situations. In four of the

five States survcyed by NASDSE, mediators are encouraged to attend workshops,

such as those oifered by a national professional organization of mediators, to

dcvclop skills to rmprove thcrr drsputc settlement skills. In the New England

region, special educauon mcdrators have formed - their own association to improve
their skills and to bolster professional identity (RIEP; in progress).

s¢ ggl rgn g;g ggpgn thther to consult thh an advocatc or

attorncy prior to going to madiation or to bring such an advisor or a friend to

the mediation proceeding is a uecision parents and schools face. In its study of

special education mediation in two States, the NIDR reported that whether their
conccrns arc rcal or rmagmcd parcnts ,,clcarly thmk that schools havc

rcpcatedly, ,that school drstrxcts are cxpcrts in the law and the procedures Whllc

parents_are_ uninformed and inexperienced. Further, parents reported feeling

overwhelmed by the number of school personnel who are present at some

mediations.  This study reported that while the district director of spccral
cducation may attend the mediation alone after being briefed by staff others

bring the entire IEP team or those staff who_are considered most knowledgeable

about the 1ssucs ‘under. cons:dcratron While_schools are cncouragcd to bring only

assumc ‘that for somc parcnts any 1mbalancc in the numbcr of persons in

attendance may result in their feecling overpowered, insecure, or defeunsive.

Bascd on thc pchpcctwcs of parent advocatcs (NASDSE 1985), it appcars
rhat an advocatc ot advisor can play an cspccrally Aimportant role prior to
mcdranonf They can help parents to review their child’s records. educational

plans, and past communications with the school, help parents to narrow and
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identify their specific issues; and help the parents to determine the program,
service, or action they want. This consultation can be of benefit to parents not

only in focusing their concerns but also in exploring alternatives which they may
not have known about or considered. Further, a parent advisor can play an
important role before the mediation by informing paren‘s about their rights uider
Federal -and State law and about what these law~ proh:tit and require. Prior to

the - mediation; a well-informed advisor can help the. parents assess what the
likelihood of their position would be if they eventually choose to pursue their
dispute in a due process hearing. As a result, prior consultation with an informed
advisor can_markedly improve parent confidence and ability to effectively
participate in_ the mediation proceeding and to assess the reasonableness of the

agreement that is reached.

- - The mediator can and sometimes does provide advice to_ parents within the

bounds of his or her- neutrality. Parenit advocates r.oted, however, that there are
limits to how much the mediator can be expected to counsel and inform parents.
Especially in cases where parents are unclear about or unable to articulate their
issues, or where they are unfamiliar with school practice and programs, advance

preparation results in_more efficient usc of the mediation proceeding and assures
that all relevant parent concerns are surfaced and addressed. Some SEA

representatives as_well as the parent advocates in the NASDSE (1985) study
reported that the moral support provided by the presence at mediation of a parent
advisor or a friend, thcir ability to remain unemotional, and their. ability to speak
for parents when needed are important considerations for ‘parents in determining
whether to seek advice and/or representation at a mediation. While mediation is
intended as a forum for parents and school personnel to reach an agreement in a
setting where legal mancuvering and strategy have little or no place, the process
has a_procedural structure that is new to parents and represents for many an
encounter with school staff with whom relations may already be strained or who

are perceived to have the upper hand.

__The success of mediation as a process for resolving special education

disputes is difficult to assess. The studies cited above on. SEA-administered
mediation programs provide some preliminary evidence of the extent to which the
intended outcomes of mediation are being met. Their findings indicate that the
process permits. parents and schools to settle differences in a less costly,
adversarial, and _emotional manner, and that mediation contributes to the
maintenance or development of productive relations between parents and school
personnel considered _important in ongoing educational _planning _for the
handicapped child. The fact that parents and school administrators choose
mediation over a due process hearifnig at a high rate and a significant portion of
mediations result-in settlements -is- one indicator of its success (Singer and Nace,
1985; NASDSE, 1985; Budoff and Orenstein; 1982). The extent to which mediation
is used in selected States, the costs of mediation to the parties involved: and the
satisfaction of education administrators, parents, and parent advocates with the

mediation process are discussed below.



xtent of 1s¢ In 14 of thc Statcs survcycd by RIEP 567 pcrccnt of thc
parents and schools agrccd to mediate their disputes after filing a request for a
due-process hearing in the 1983-84 school year. SEA representatives siirveyed by
NASDSE reported that in the 1984-85 school yéar, parents and schools agreed to
attempt_to resolve their dispute through mediation in 70 _percent of the. _cases
where a due_process hearing had been _requested. Further, three States in the

NASDSE study reported a decline in the number of due process_hearings after

mediation became a widely available alternative. One State reported 400 due

process hearings in 1977 and 138 in 1982, representing a 66 percent decline; a

second State reported 105 due process hearings in 1980 and 30 in 1984, a decline

of 71 -percent; the last State reported that an average of 360 due process hearings

were held in each- year from -1980-to 1982; while 241 hearings or 33 percent fewer
were held in 1984. ~Attributing this decline to the use of mediation, however; is

conjectural since thc NASDSE study (1985) did not directly focus on the reasons

parents and schools selected mediation versus a due process hearing.

. The RIEP. and NIDR studies  examined the settlement rates -of
SEA-administered mediation studies. The RIEP (in progrcss) findings indicate that

75 _percent of the mediations conducted in 1982-83 resulted in agreements between
parents and the schools. In States which conducted more than 50 mediations that

year, the settlement rate ranged from 60 to 70. percent. In many of the States

which historically had conducted relatively few hearings, RIEP. found that
mediation had virtually replaced due process hearings.  Six States with fewer than
17 hearing requests settled 94 percent ,QLt,hcm,through; mediation and conducted
few or no due process hearings. The NIDR reported that in one of the States it
studicd where mediation had_been operating for over 3 years, the procedure was

successful in resolving dxsputcs in 45.5 percent of the cases in. 1981, 60 percent in

1982, and 68 percent in 1983. _In that State, the percentage of all cases filed

each year that are resolved through mediation also increased. In 1981, 26 percent
were resolved by mediation and, by 1983, this figure had increased to 37 percent.

In anothcr Statc that was mcludcd m both thc NIDR and NASDSE study,

dug,,progcss hcanng several ycars ago , By 1982 83 howcvg:t, this rate had

stabilized -at 51 percent. The NIDR r;portcd that this decreased resolution rate is

attributable to two developments. The first is an increase in the difficulty of the

issues_presented; it appears that _at least some_of the ecasier. cases are.settled by

parents. and schools. without rccoursc to. mcdxatnon or due proccss Thc sccond

development. cited by NIDR was local revenue restrictions which require some

districts to have a hearing officer’s decision as justification for any significant

new expenditure.

SEA respondcnts in thc NASDSE study (1985) rcportcd that parents and
schools seem less likely to select mediation over a due process hearing under
certain circumstances. Rcasons thcy cited for gomg directly to a due process
hearing included cases in which
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° the parties have been engaged in a long-standing dispute

over many years, ar¢ unwilling to discuss the case any

further, and want an impartial person to determine the
outcome;

the partics have rigid positions and have clearly indicated an

unwillingness to change their positions;

®  attorneys, many of whom . generally endorse the use of
mediation; desire to "set a precedent” in a due process
hearing or. avoid.the introduction of a less desirable option
at mediation which might later weaken the case if it goes to
a hearing;

®  other governmental agencies which are involved in disputes
do not- want to share in expenses for a student's program,

preferring to take their chances in a hearing; and
parents arc secking tuition reimbursement after having

unilaterally placed their child in a private school.

, costs:  Regardless of whether requests for due process hearings
are directly affected by mediation, mediation reduces the costs and burdens of

using a State-level due process dispute settlement procedure. The cost to the

SEA. for conducting a mediation proceeding in these States for such items as the

aediator’s. salary, travel and per diem is_considerably less than for comparable
costs associated with a due process hearing. While the hearing officer typically

spends a substantial amount of time after the hearing reviewing the testimony and

exhibits presented by witnesses and _preparing the written decision,- the _mediator
is often able to prepare the agreement before the mediation proceeding ends: The

five SEA representatives in the NASDSE study (1985) report that mediation usually

costs parties less than $500 aud that this outlay is directly attributable to
whether the parties use attorneys or advocates who charge fees:

The use of parent advocates or attorneys varies widely, both within and
across States.. Across the 18 SEA-administered mediation programs surveyed by
RIEP, parents were represented in 50 percent of -the cases, more frequently by
advocates than by attorneys. Based on_limited data from the NASDSE and NIDR
studies, whether parents: are represented at mediation is greatly influenced by the
availability of well-publicized -advocacy services. When contrasted to ‘the costs
of a due process hearing cited earlier in this chapter; the mediation process

appears to cost participants substantially less.

i - That parents and schools opt for mediation prior to

a due process hearing in well over 50 percent of the cases in. the States surveyed
by NASDSE; NIDR; and RIEP suggests that mediation is regarded as a positive and
preferable procedure by many.  Based on interviews conducted with local school

officials; NIDR reported that administrators are positive about mediation,

particularly when contrasted with a due process hearing. School officials cited
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the fiiiﬁiiéiﬁl Eiﬁiitiﬁiiﬁl ﬁiid ijéi'SiiiiiiEl costs of a due process: hearing, "’s ‘well as

results from a hearing. With regard t6 parent satisfaction, NIDR findings were
éi§6 positive. . Their Eﬁftiéipatory role in_the decision process, tﬁe fecling that

mediator. were all cited by parcnts as reasons for. their satnSfacuon While some

parents expressed ncgatwc reactions over such factors as the cost (where paxd
adv:sors were used) and the percelved stlgma of havmg dxsagreed with the school,
NIDR reportcd that even these parents said they would use the process again if a
dlspute arose in the future.

impact_on fnturc relatxons between parents and school pcrsonncl _As a reéult of

the structured discussion with school representatives that takes place at

medlatton. parents were reported to obtam new insights and better understandmg
of the developmental implications of their child’s disability, as well as the context
and constraints within which the school operates.

Fﬁfﬂier, mednatnon provxdes parents the oppartumty to gam new knowlcdgc

and to practice skills. which prove. useful to thein in. subsequent contacts and

meetings with the school regarding their child’s program. Parents who use
mediation were reported to feel more confident than before in their ability to
represent their child’s interests in the future, to feel less intimidated by school
procedure; and able to - communicate more effectively with _educational
professionals regarding their_ child’s needs and services. It appears that the

increased trust; goodwxll and respect that often develops between parents and

school personnel who have part:cxpated together in mediation are vital to their
ongomg rclatnonshxp in the education of the handicapped child.

mgmfmant portion of the parents and schools who are not abie to rcconc;le thexr

differences within the educational planning process. These studies indicate that

mediation is often the procedure of choice for resolving disputes, that it
decreases substantially the cost of achieving agreement, and that, in many cases;
it improves the ability of parents and schools to work effectively together in the
future.

The success of this less. Iormal, adversarial and costly procedurc has

n:mfozccd the_belief_of many special education administrators and parents that

good _dispute settlement procedures should not be reserved for the time when

parties’ dtfferences cscalate to the point that formal intervention by an mipartxal

hearing of ficer s ncccssary Thc -SEA representatives and parent advocates in

the NASDSE study noted that a history of misunderstandings and ineffective
communications between parents and schools, rather than substantive differences,
are at the heart of far too many disputes that go to mediation or hearing. This
recognition highlights not only the important role that knowlcdge and skills can
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play in facilitating parents’ ability to work effectively within the school-based

cducational planning process; but also_the continuing need to assist school

personnel and parents acquire more productive communication and problem-solving
skills.
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All Handicapped Children

educational - agencies in providing _a_free appropriate public education for all

handicapped children. This assistance is provided through two primary funding
systems: = (1)_entitlement programs such as the EHA-B State Grant Program, State
Operated Programs for the Handicapped, and the Incentive Grant Program, and

(2) discretionary grant programs authorized under the Act.

This chapter describes the three entitlement programs and provides examples

of innovative ways in which the States and local educational agencies are using
these funds to improve and expand services to handicapped children. In addition,
a_number of examples of activities supported by the discretionary programs are
Cescribed in which projects receive Federal support to encourage and improve the
coordination and cooperation between multiple potential direct service providers.
These projects. illustrate the nature of national effort being made to address the
complex service declivery needs characterizing early childhood, secondary-
transition, and non-pullout special education service delivery. Finally, Federal,
State, and local expenditures for special education by the States are specified
with particular emphasis on the variation among States in expenditures for the

1982-83 school year.
Funds for Serving All Handicapped Children

_- . Each annual report to Congress on_the Education of the Handicapped Act is

required to. provide information on Federal, State, and local expenditures. This

section of the report describes and provides numerous examples of the ways in
which funds generated by the EHA-B State Grant Program, ECIA (SOP), and

,,,,,

Section 619 Incentive Grants arc used by the States in order to increase and
improve services to handicapped children and youth.

State Grant Program distributes funds on an annual basis to each

. The EHA-B

State based on the total number of handicapped children reporied by their
respective local educational agencies as receiving special ‘education and related
services on December | of the previous fiscal year: The funding for the EHA-B
State Grant Program has increased from $251,700,000 in FY 77 to $1,163,282,000 in
FY 86. Accordingly, the average per child ammount has increased from $72 per
child in FY 77 to $282 for FY 86. This per child average iS not a per capita
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expenditure, but represents the distribution formula on which the allocation to
each State is based (see Table 27):

Each SEA must distribute at least 75 percent of the funds received under
the EHA-B State Grant Program to LEAs and intermediate units. (IEUs) as a flow-

through to assist -in the education of handicapped students (20 US.C.

l4Jl(c)(lﬁ)(B)) The LEAs must assure that these flow-through funds are expended

for_direct Sch1ccs to handicapped children and that the Federal funds do not .

supplant State and local expcndltures SEAs may set aside_the remaining 25

percent of EHA-B State Grant Program funds for State use. Of this, States may

use up to one-fifth, or $350,000, whichever is greater, for administrative costs.

Many States have used the remaining SEA sect-aside to develop programs of direct

and support services addressing special priorities; others have used the funds to
increase the amounts availabie to LEAs:

Burmg 1986 many SEAs used these funds to support Aactivities in two arcas

(1) the integration of special and regular education; and (2) the transition of

secondary-aged handicapped students from school to thc world of work. Examples
of each are dcscr:bcd below.

1. SEAs are

increasingly using their Part B sct-aside funds for the

general purpose of reducing administrative and organizational

barriers between special and regular education. These efforts

seek to use regular teachers and special cducatxon in a

cooperative and collaborative effort to ¢liminate the need of

educating non- handxgappcd and handicapped students in

different educational settings. They are illustrative of

options for improving the integration of two service delivery

systems. Following are some examples:

° As part of its contmumg effort to mainstream

handicapped students into the rcgular classroom

setting, the Missouri Department of Education

awarded its Parkhill School District a portion of

the SEAs Part B set-aside funds to opcratc ‘the
Parkhill Curriculum Development Project for junior
and scmor hxgh school studcnts - Special cducatnon

school studcnts through ~ ﬁtcrdxscfxplmary’ team
approach comprised of t earning disabilities
and regular education tea: . Specifically, the
project has three compoi. (1) the "class
within a class" team teachir. odel, in which a
small group of hatidi'céb'p'jcu tudents receives
instruction within a larger class of regular

education studcnts undcr the guidance of both a

learning disabilities teacher who teaches study

skills and learning strategies, and a regular
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TABLE 27

EHA-B State Grant Program Funding,
Fiscal Years 1977-1986

Fiscal Year EHA-B State Grants  Child Count Per-Child Average

1977 $ 251,769,927 3,485,000 $ 72
1978 566,030,074 3,561,000 159
1979 804,000,000 3,700,000 217
1980 874,500,000 3,803,000 230
1981 874,500,000 3,941,000 222
1582 931,008,000 3,990,000 233
1983 1,017,900,000 4,953,000 251
1984 1,068;875,000 4,094,000 261
1985 1,135,145,000 4,113,312 276
1986 1,163,282,000 4,121,104 282
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education teacher who teaches _content. area
curriculum; (2) curriculum writing in content areas
for all students by both the learning disabilities
and regular education teachers; and (3) develop-
ment of a "learning strategies” curriculum which

outlines the study. sknlls ncccssary for students to

master content courses. Evaluatlon data havc

shown positive results for this subgroup of

students with learning disabilities who participated
in the regular classes: 95 percent were attentive to
the teacher and partxcxpatcd in classroom activities;
90 percent achieved appropriate note- taking skills;

and 80 percent completed assignments on time.

Moreover, as a result of the mtcrdnscxplmary team

intervention; 85 pcrccnt of these students were

able to achieve grades in the classroom within the

normal range. State officials emphasize that this
acadcmxc achxcvcmcnt has been realized in a least
restrictive _environment, where a_  collaborative

working rclatlonshxp between regular_and special

cducation _teachers. fosters the development of

curricula and instruction that is effective for

average, slow, and mildly handicapped learners.

A priority area for the State of Kcntucky has been
and continues to be educating the handxcappcd

along with the nonhandncappcd in the least restric-

tive_environment. The Kentucky Department of
Education allocated a portion of the Part B set-

aside . to a Statewide Training and Learning
Strategies Program, adapted from a research-based
curriculum developed by Kansas University Institute
for Research and.  Learning Disabilities. .= = The

training program: equips special education tcachc's

with the appropriate knowledge and skills to teach

mildly handncappcd students, gradcs 6 through 12,

how to succeed in the least restrictive environ-

ment. The goal of learning strategies is to provide

students with strategies that will assist them to
learn and to use what they have learnéd. As a
result, students will be better equipped for their
coiitent courses;, thus fb’s’téi-ihé ‘more iﬁdéﬁéﬁdéﬁi

behavior among students in a variety of settings--

the resource room, the regular classroom and the
postsecondary environment.
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Thc iaservice trammg program provxdcs four days

of training on how to _implement several strategies
within the Lcarnmg Strategies Curriculum. . The

inservice training is organized into three typg:s of

strategies that correspond to the principal demands

of - the sccondary. curnculum‘r 1) strategies that

kelp _students acquire. information from written

materials; (2) strategies that enable students to

1dcnt1fy and store miportant information, and
(3) stratcglcs for fac:lltatmg wnttcn ‘expression.

nculum trammg, whcrcby te;chcrs share 1mplemen-

tation - experiences aand are taught additional
strategies.

in a Ccntral location in - thc Statc thxs year

trainers are going into locai school districts where

teachers volunteer to partnc:patb Already there

have been 16 requests for trammg In order to

respond to the dcmand for this .nservice, a

training of trainers modcl is bcmg implement=d.

Fifteen individuals from local districts ac: from
hxgher cducatnon will be instructed to disseminate
the training program during_ the _1986-87 school

year. In addition, districts_are setting up learning

Strategies courses for summer schools, and teachers

are organizing coaching teams after school. The

impact of this SEA initiative to educate students

with. handicaps in the regular classroom is _being

greatly cxpanded through the numerous requests

for teacher training in the implementation strat-
egies of the project. As a result, an additional
2,000 children will be served in the first year.

Thc Delaware Dcpartmcnt of Educatlon awarded the
Christina School District a portion of its set-aside

funds to integrate identified handzcappcd students

with non- nandxcappcd students in a manner devoid
of _labeling: This K-12 program, called Team

Approach to Mastery (TAM), allows a regular and a

special education teacher to work together the

entire day in a classroom. The program has
operated - successfully for over 10 years, and
permits joint planning and decision. making by

teachérs and full involvement with the class. Onc

third of the students have been identified as

eligible for special education and the two-thirds of

97 i1y



rcgular studcnts are assxgncd to the class randomly

or at the request of their parents,

§tat'c officiaig ?e’ci tiiat tiié "p”rog’raﬁi’s ‘most

children to be educated appropnatcly in _ the

regular classroom 100 percent of the time, thereby

avoiding the potential stigma arising from delivery

of special education in pullout settings such as
resource or self-contained classrooms. TAM also
broadens the perspectives of -regular education

students;, who _develop a sensitivity to classmates

with special needs. Finally, test data of TAM

participants attest to the program’s success.

Special education students in grades K-6 enrolled

in TAM experienced significant gains in reading,
spelling, and math. Regular education students in

grades K-6 enrolled in TAM achieved consistently

higher scores m Statewide testing programs than

Longntudmal data of TAM students has produced

similar findings:. The programming has been - so

successful at the K-6 level, that is is now bcmg

implemented also in Secondary programs. The SEA
is encouraging replication throughout the State.

North Carolina is concerned that handizapped
children be cducatcd _in  the least fé§if-xéiiiié
cnvxronmcnt The ) Carolina Division for
B uses some of its Part B

administrative funds, along_with State and local

money; to operate. cxght regional centers. These

centers assist LEAs  in the cstablxshmcnt of

muitidisciplinary teams which provide support for

regular education tcachcrs who work with special
nceds of children at either the _elementary or
secondary school level. Spccxfx,cally.,a regional
coordinator at ecach center, assisted by a field
service consultant, works with a school-based staff

support team at cach school. The school team is

composed of several regular education teachers,

one oOr two special education tcachcrs, a school

psychologist and the school principal. Although

the exact role of the teams vary at each school,
their principal means of support is consultation and
follow-up assistance to staff who request. help with

a particular student. Once a teacker recognizes a

problem and finds that she/he cannot solve it, the

teacher contacts an assisting teacher team member.
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The teacher and the team member work together
to solve the problem. They = both _ -gather
mformatnon to present to. thc cntxrc team at ‘a

plans to solvc tﬁc problcm Over 500 teachcrs

have been trained to use this consulting teacher

model in North Carolina’s cight geographical

school-based support teams have had a measurable

effect on. special education in the. State. For

example, in Wake County, the original site for
North Carolina’s development of support teams, the

number of referrals for team assistance. . has

increased by 60 percent over seven years.

Approxnmatcly ten LEAs have developed teams,

using. Wake County personnel as key -trainers.

Teachers are now making better use of diagnostic

and curricular information. As a result, the data

on childrep referred for evaluation for cl:glblhty in

specml education shows much promise in the

avoidance of erroneous classification: Thcre has

been an increase in the number of appropriate
referrals from kindergarten to grade 2, rather than
referrais from grades 3 to 5. Tkis results also in

carlier intervention and more successful outcomcs

The Tcxas Educatlon Agency’s commitment to

integration of regular and special education is

g:xcmphf:cd by a new Statewide video ‘technoiogy

project funded by Part B administrative money.

The project’s overriding goal is to increase the
likelihood that handicapped children will be served

in the least restrictive environment by stimulating

the thmkmg of school faculty and administrators

who are devising alternative app;oachcs, to

educating the handicapped child in the regular

classroom: A . 30-minute videotape is being

prepared which describes exemplary practices and

programs in Texas that have enabled handicapped
children to remain in the regular classroom. The

audio portion of the tape will feature interviews

with program administrators; teachers; parents,
and, when appropriate, students: The film will be
distributed to the State’s 20 regional service
centers which' provide support and technical
assistance to school districts at the local icvel. If

a district is especiaily interestéed in a program

IS
.
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described in the film, the center will link the
school district with the program sponsor, so that
further exchange can occur. State officials are
also preparing a - manual to accompany the
videotape, which will provide details on program

administration and operation. Both the tape and

the manual should be rcady by spring 1987.

1 _Schoo ‘Several SEAs have used
their Part B set aside funds to develop transition services for
secondary-aged - handicapped students. These States have

been -concerned - that many handncappcd students exit the

school system without the skills and preparation needed for

independent. living and a _]Ob Examplcs of ways in whxch

States have attempted to improve the preparation of

sccondary aged students using their Part B set aside funds
include the following:

° As part of it§ continuing effort _to improve the
transition from school to work for handicapped
students; the Kansas State Department of
Education since 1985 has used a portion of its

PértB ~ set- aSidé in__ _combination. with State

training modcl for all special education students

aged 16-21 in southeast Kansas. The goal of

Project STEP (Secondary Transmon Educatnon

Program) is to find appropriate vocational training
for  handicapped students in  competitive
employmcnt settingg Project staff and .a work-

local businesses and enter into agrccmgirxﬁtifa’si;gq
where to place students and ‘which fcyxcational

program best suits their needs at a part;cular site:

For example, on-site job training settings included

an  industrial plant manufacturing electrical

assemblies for tractor-trailers, 2 manufacturer of
coal preparation and bulk handling Systems where
students were taught to microfiche blueprints,

In- addition to sntc-spccnf:c IEPs; students rcccnved

ski!l training in the areas of socialization,

adjustment, and self-sufficiency skill. Thus far,
the project has reached students in niile counties.

Outcomes include better traihiﬁg, -better post-

school placement records;, -and establishment of
school, business and community collabotation.



Since 1979, the Colorado State. Department of

Education has had an interest in developing carcer
and vocational plans for its school-age population
in_order to ease the student’s transition from

school to work and to prepare the adolescent for
adulthood. - - State officials realized that carcer
planning and training needed improvement at the
secondary level, and -a coré curriculum was crucial
to that effort. The State decided to provide
Part B set aside money to develop a curriculum for
junior - and_senior high_school students that goes

beyond academic subjects to include training in
career __preparation, _job_ skill development, life
management, and communication skills in both the
classroom and the community. In addition, the
SEA _has funded local districts to develop K-12

carecr and vocational plans as well as to use the
new curriculum. - LEAS explore job opportunities

and independent living programs in the ccmmunity
and -apply this knowledge to the development of
the job preparedness and fife management parts of

the curriculum. _An advisory committee, composed
of parents; students and community representatives,
have input in_the process.. The project is a
cooperative _ effort; .staff from rehabilitation,
vocational education, and developmental disabilities

agencics are. involved. In fact, the State i3 now
working on. an interagency agreement: the

Department of Labor; the Department of Education,

Division of Developmental Disabilities and Division

of Rehabilitation; and _the _State. Board for

Community Colleges and Occupational Education are
in the proccse of defining their respective roles
and responsibilities at the point of transition. In
addition, representatives of the Division of Youth

Services and the Department of Mental Health are
giving input into the process.

There_are tangible, positive results that speak for
the program’s success.  Young persons with
handicaps are recognized as employable and are
now out in the community working both while they

are students and after they complete school

whereas before this_program they were not.. The
Statc now feels that it has a replicable, tested
curricula for use in school districts throughout

Colorado:
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As part of its strong commitment to the transition
of- handicapped students from school to witk, the
Wiﬁ'c'o"risiﬁ D'cp'art'meﬁt 'o’f Pﬁblic Ii'iSti'iictibi'i awar’d'c'd

the modcratcly and scvcrcly hand\cappcd ‘The

program is_ also supported by some ECIA (SOP)

money for the severely  handicapped, and

considerable State and local contributions: = The

program enables handicapped adolescents to engage
in mcamngful work and Work-related actxvmcs by
tcachmg thcm to (l) lcarn -n thc on the 3ob

commumcatxon sk;lls and (3) function in an
integrated community énvironment.

Wmconsms program 15 Bascd on. scvcraj prcmxscs.

First, that a majority of severely handicapped

studcnts can be prepared to perform meamngful

work in nonsheltered environments. Second, that
nonsheltered environments are inherently less

restrictive, more- conducive -to the performance of

meaningful work; more cducatnonally defensible;
and _ less  costly _than sheltered environments.

Third; that integrated employment is the natural

extension of integrated education. Under the
program, community-based instruction is provided
at over 120- work Sites. A vocational transition
tcachcr works w:th studéﬁt§ ’p’éi’éﬁti 'clasgi-'o'biﬁ

provxdcrs in  the. dcyclof)ﬁcﬁi of vocational

transition plans prior to. graduation. Recc:vmg

agencies from the local Mental Health and
Dcvclopmcntal Disabilities  Board assume
responsibility for students during- their last year in

school. _The school_system provides teaching and
support services; such as psychology;.social work;

speech and language development, physical and

occupatnonal 7 thcrapy, ) counselmg,i nursing,

sites.

The Statc is implementing. the concept of least
restrictive _environment” in_ its broadest sense.

Students are taught in a competitive work setting
and are able to secure jobs on a competitive basis.
In fact, 100 percent of the moderately and severely
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handicapped graduates (of 1984-1985 and 1985-1986)
of this program arc now employed=-all in non-

sheltered work.

The Missouri -Department of Education _ has
allocated a portion of its Part B set aside money
to the Columbia Public School District to support a
Transition from School to Work Program for
secondary school students: In a cooperative effort

with- Missouri LINK, a_State-funded project that

provides inservice training to vocational teachers
on_behalf of_special education -students, Columbia

offers a_vocational program with built-in -assistance
for handicapped students. -Now- in -its third year,

the Transition from School to Work project aims

to: . (1) develop activities to make educators,
employers, and parents more aware of transition
opportunities in the community; and (2) develop a
hands-on resource manual for schools to assist
them in addressing the transition from school to
work.

Although the program primarily serves secondary

students, basic career information is provided to
those in eclementary schools as well. Once a
student reaches the _seventh grade, the school
system advises him/her to consider one of three
options: . (1) a community-based program: (2) an

academic/career vocational program, for most

regular education and mildly handicapped students;

and (3) a functional academic/vocational curriculum
for those with handicapping conditions. Regardless
of the option chosen, the program offers students
four types of experiences: - (1) academic training
for a portion or all of the day; (2) job training at
various community sites in either paid or volunteer
work; (3) leisure training in how to spend one’s

free time; and (4) an apartment living program to
teach independent living. skills. Assistance in the

job training component is provided by vocational
rchabilitation counselors at the public school and a

private agency that trains handicapped graduates

for work:

Columbia Public Schiool officials identificd severa

aspects of the program that are unique in the
State:. First; a staff person is assigned toassist in
job placement for all handicapped students in the

district. During the summer this person assists the
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adolescents . in applymg _ institutions of

postsecondary educatnon, : cntcrmg the  military
service, or joining a group home. Second, this
program has developed a workable partnership
betweeni special ediucators and vocational educators
in the school system. THhird, the program has
raised - the consciousness of school administrators
toward planning for success for students of all
abilities.

managcmcnt of the. sccondary and _transitional

needs of their students with handicaps. The
widespread recognition of success in this program
makes replication likely in other school districts in
the State.

Funds are also provnded to ass;st in educatmg handlcappcd chxldrcn in Statc-
opcratcd or “tatc -supported schools and to LEAs serving handncappeo chlldrcn
who have transferred from Statq-opcratcd,prggrams under Chapter | of ECIA.
This program is sometimes referred to as the P.L. 89-313 program, a reference to
the 1965 amendment to Title I of the Elementary and Secondary. Education Act

which was the initial authonzmg statute. ECIA (SOP) funds are provided for the

purpose of cxpandmg or 1mprovmg programs servmg handlcappcd chxldren

suppoxtcd and Qpcratcd by LEAs The numbcr of_ chddrcn served. by LEAs.

increased substantially from 25,000 in FY 79, the first year these statistics were

available, to 49,681 in FY 83, the last year these statistics were collected.

Table 28 presents the funding history of ECIA (SOP) from FY 66 to FY 86,
including the amount distributed, the number of children served, and the per pupil
all'o"cétio'ri

the followmg cxamplcs are. Jllustratxvc of ways in whlch some. SEAs usc part of

the  ECIA (SOP) funds _to support innovative service delivery and . parent

involvement for improving the education of handicapped children eligible to

benefit from this assistance program.




In Arizona, four of the five State-operated programs are

administcred by the Arizona Department of Economic Security
(DES) and serve over 300 handicapped children across the
State. While the -majority of children served are preschool
aged, during FY 85 two of the DES districts served school-
aged children who are_ severely handicapped and cannot
attend a public school for medical reasons. Several of the
programs. run by DES and funded with ECIA monies in FY 85

were focused on providing support services for parents. Two
rural counties provided outrcach services and referrals, as

well as parent training and counseling. _Family support

services are geared _toward promoting the carryover of
programs in the homes, to cnhance services provided by
therapists and teachers. In addition, an inservice program

for parents and professional staff is provided using ECIA
(SOP) funds. This past year, 2 major topic was_on "Death

and Dying of Children", because so many of the participating
children are medically at risk.

The Arkansas Department of Special Education funded a joint
effort using ECIA (SOP) funds and State funds for

Developmental Disabilities Services to provide supplemental
resource. and media services to forty-nine . community
programs and four. Human Development Centers for the

mentally retarded. The project was able to_provide a variety
of audiovisual aids and audio equipment as well as inservice

training in the use of the equipment. By funding the project
jointly with DDS; a broader range of equipment was available
for the Statewide project:

Connecticut has also used some of its ECIA dollars to fund
various—projects focused on parents and tlie home/school link.
Using ECIA (SOP) funds, 28 parents of blind and visually
handicapped students were sent to a New. England regional
workshop which addressed the influences of new advances in
technology upon the educitional opportunities open to blind
and  visually impaired students. Home contacts were
conducted by home/family services with the parents of 48
retarded students to coordinate programming efforts between
home and:schocl. An _in-school parent support group was
also established to increase contacts between parents and
schools. The group met weekly with staff, observed their

students in programs, and served as rescurces to new
parents:
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TABLE 28

ECIA (SOP) State Formula Grant Funding
From Fiscal Years 1966-1986

o _ Amount_ Number Per Pupil
Fiscal Year Distributed of Children Allocation

1966 $ 15,917,101 65,440 $ 243
1967 15,018,410 82,797 182
1968 24,746,993 87,389 283

1969 29,781,258 -96,399 309

1970 37,483,838 110,531 339

1971 46,130,772 121,568 379

1972 56,380,937 131,831 428
1973 75,962,098 157,997 ;8]
1978 85,777,119 166,415 515
1975/ 183,732,163 178,763 1,028
1976 111,433,451 188,078 592
1977 121,590,937 201,429 604
1978 132,492,071 223,804 592
1979 143,353,492 225,660 635
1980 145,000,000 233,744 620
1981 152,625,000 243,708 626
1982 146,520,000 242,616 604
1983 146,520,000 245,785 596
1984 146,520,000 247,119 593
1985 150,170,000 249,656 587
1986 143,713,000 251,116 572

2/ From fiscal years 1966-74, the funds appropriated were for usc in
that fiscal year. However, beginning in FY 75, funds were to be
used in the succeeding fiscal year. As a result, the appropriation
in FY 75 was for funds to be used in both fiscal years 1975 and
1976.

- 106 1 ,8




Somc of thc ECIA (SOP) funds avazlablc n Flouda were used

to_expand: educational programs for young adults .in three

State hospitals_and cighteen. State-supported programs. . The

types _of improved _services included enhanccment of

vocational programs in horticulture and computer assisted

mstructnon and cxpans:on of a TV studxo whxch scnt out

treatment center. As many of the students. were. rcstnctcd

to their living units for most of the day, the programs were

designed for brbadcastmg programmed instruction to them.

In l:omsxana, a portnon of the State’s ECIA (SOP) was used

for. devclopment of a computcrnzcd trackmg system- in- 15

school sites operatcd by one -of the Special Schooi Districts.
The mformatnon system includes such data as demographics of
the student population, due process; tests; IEPs, instructional
services, and rclatcd services.

study to dct;rmmc iaf rcs;dcntxat studcnts placcd in uonpubhc

schools were being _appropriately .placed in the least

restrictive cnvxronmcnt - Another ObjCCthC of the project is

to assist local and State agencies in planning for the

eventual return of institutionalized children tc the home

community. In FY 1985, the sixth ycar of the study, data
collcctnon was hmntcd to- thosc studcnts who ‘had _ Lcccwcd

Educatlon durmg FY 84 but were not mciudcd on the hst of

students with approved placements in FY. 85. For the 148

students involved, the findings indicated that:

(1) 36 percent returned to the public school of
graduated.

(2) 7 percent transferred to State institutions or
hospitals

3) 17 pcrccnt were in another special education

placement.

(4) 40 percent withdrew from the system. died of
moved out-of -State:

Gne o£ thc ECIA (sor) pl’OjCCtS funded in chhlgan mvolvcd

the development of a comprehensive physical education
program for the mentally impaired. The initial intent of the
project was to assist mentally handicapped students in a day
schoo! in the development of recreational skills that were

applicable to the home and community: Secondary goals
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included student acquisition of health education skills. such

as. proper daily exercise neceds, dietary habits, and weight
control procedures. Students were instructed primarily in
individual sports including bowling, roller skating, cross-
country skiing; jogging, and walking. . Secondary emphasis
was placed on team sports such as basketball, volleyball, and
soccer. Extracurricular involvement for students participating

in team _sports_ was provided by the Michigan - Special
Olympics program. Team sports competition also involved the
integration of local area school teams composed of regular
education nonhandicapped students, who visited the day
school for competitive events.

The project resulted in the mentally handicapped students
acquiring the skills necessary to be active participants in

group or individual recreational pursuits and most of the
students . reported that - they had -adopted a _personal

recreational sport which they now enjoy after school or on
weekends.  In  addition, perhaps the most important
accomplishment. of the program was in the integration - of
regular education students _into the physical education
program. _ Interschool competition with regular education
students provided a two-way learning expérience for
handicapped and nonhandicapped participants.

Section 619 of EHA-B authorizes the preschool Incentive Grant Program fo

States.  The Incentive_Grant Program is designed to encourage States to increase

cducational services to preschool handicapped children aged. three through five.

The_distribution of movies to the States is based on the number c¢i' handicapped
children in this age range receiving special education and related services. The
Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983 expanded the age range
eligible to be served to birth through five years; however, the Amendments did

not alter the three through five age range used to determiiie the distribution of
funds.

_Table 29 provides a summary of the funding history and the number of
children served by the Incentive Grant Program. In FY 77; less than one-half of
the SEAs elected to participate in the -program. _Since FY 78, an increasing

number. of States have chosen to participate and in FY 86, 56 of the eligible

agencies are participating in thé program. This increase in State participation has

been accompanizd by a 30 percent increzsc in the number of preschool children
receiving special education and related services:
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TABLE 29
Incentive Grant Program Funding
From Fiscal Year 1977 to 1986

Fiscal Year Funding Child Count  Per Child Share

1977 $12.500,000 197,000 $ 63
1978 15,000,000 201,000 75

1979 17,500,000 215,000 81

1980 25,000,000 232,000 108

1981 25,000,000 237,000 105

1982 24,000,000 228,000 105

1983 25,000,000 . 242,000 103
1984 26,330,000 253,000 104
1985 29,000,000 259,000 112
1986 28,710,000 261,008 110

- Most States use their Incentive Grant funds under Section 619 to fund new

or _innovative preschool programs at the local level..  Examples of early

intervention programs designed to prevent or reduce placement of children in

special education in later years include the foliowing:

¢  Kentucky's Department of Education awards some of its

Incentive Grant money through a competitive RFP process to

local districts_ that - apply to becomc sites for KIK--
Kentucky’s Individualized Kindergarten. -Serving five year

olds in 28 sites throughout the State, KIK was ~designed to
mainstream . special education students into the _regular

kindergarten classioom. Aftér screening. all _children to
determine who is at risk, the program uses behavior
modification, parent involvement; and a specially-developed
curriculum to enable handicapped children to move into the

regular-kindergarten. Children enrolled in KIK between 1981

and 1985 showed statistically significant improvement jn the
areas of fine and gross motor skills, cognition, and _language
when tested after completion of the program. As of January
1986, roughly 40 percent of KIK children (enrolled 1981-1985)

were placed in regular classrooms without assistance, while
an additional 26 percent were placed in regular classrooms
with resource room assistance:
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pnrsucd thc goal of ldcntxfymg and scrvmg -all preschool

handicapped. children. Currently, three percent of its three

through five year olds are identified as handicapped aad
provided mandated services. The State’s objective -in the
next three years is to field test a system that identifies and
services a greater number of handicapped preschoolers;

enabling the State to cvcntually reach at least five_ percent

of the total preschool aged population: In the process, - the

State is striving to serve its handxcappcd prescheolers in as

normal an environment as possible utilizing both regulatory

policy and Incentive Grant funds:

Dnrmg FYs 1984-86, the SEA awardcd nine 3-year grants to
LEAs for such activities as mtcnsﬁnfncdf scrzening  efforts,
aggressive outreach atd pr,ogi'iiiiiiiiﬁg for limited-English
proficient preschoolers, the development of more normalized
environments;- and parent education..  In_ 1986, the State
awarded its Preschool incentive Grant fuands to nine new

projects aimed at mainstreaming handicapped preschoolers

and/or training their parents:

The intcgration projects were quite varied. In  some,
handicapped students were integrated  into nonhandicapped
settings such as nursery schools, Head Start programs,
community summer récreation programs, and a private

preschool! program. _Mainstreaming_ also _occurred . when

nonhandicapped children were brought into public schools to

form preschool classes into which their handicapped peers

from self-contained classes are integrated. In another case,

nursery school students were invited to join a self-contained
preschool class of handicapped children to form integrated

playgroups

Dnnng FYs 1984- 86. a total of approxnmatcly 500 cHldren

and/or families were directly served as a result of Incentive

Grant funds used in 15 school districts across the Statc

has cncouragcd thc Jocal dnstrlcts to xrcludc prcschool
programmmg where it had not existed before and has created

a_communications nstwork among preschool project directors

in. thc ‘ianous communmes Thcy bc!nevc that thlS spcc:al

continue to spread Stat‘.wndc

Thc Alabama Statc Dcpartmcm of Educatnon uécd part of m

Incentive Grant money to fund the Barbour County Preschool

Program, a special program for at-risk three and four year



olds:. BéfBour County is a rural county wheré 82 percent of

the population.is minority and 97 percent_have low-incomes:.
Many of the children’s parents are young single parents, and

unemployed. Becazse as many as one-third of the county’s
2,500 children eventually end - up _in special education
programs, local administraiors recognized the need for early

intervention to prevent later referrals to special education.
They developed, with local funds to match the Incentive
Grant funds, - a new program in__ which. a_ trained
paraprofessional meets with preschoolers and their parents
for one-half day each week at a public school. The

paraprofessional demonstrates to the parent(s) how to work
with his/her child to stimulate learning. From. this program

evolved a preschool program for four-year olds who now

attend. school daily. Along with a certified kindergarten

teacher, the paraprofessional instructs the _children in
language - development; music _activities;, listening skils,
socialization, and ,thé,déi)élﬁﬁﬁléﬁf;éff motor skills. School
officials believe this early intervention project will prevent
the nced for special education in lat~r school years.

- The foregoing description of State use of Federal funds is illustrative of the

usc. toward which States direct their EHA-B, ECIA (SOP), and Section 619

Incentive Grant funds. These Federal assistance programs are being utilized to
both increase the availability of services to handicapped children and to improve
the quality of those services. EHA-B set aside and administrative funds are
previding for -innovative methods of  integrating special education and regular

education services and students as well as improving the transition of students
from schcol to the world of work. ECIA (SOP) funds are_being utilized to

continuc to_ integrate. severcly handicapped students, _particularly preschool

children; into _local education agency programs: in order to decrease the probability

of future placement in State facilities. Finally, Incentive Grant funds are being

used to. develop innovative service _programs designed to prevent or reduce

placement of children in special éducation programs when they reach schoo! age.

— - The discretionary programs established under EHA are anothér source of

Federal funds. available to  SEAs, LEAs, and other agencies. In_ total, the
discretionary programs provided $158.] million in FY 86, through awards under 1]
discretionary grant and contract programs. Appendix C provides a summary of

the iumber and amount of discretionary funding awarded in FY 86 by State.



L ;Tj‘ifixé ai§6f5iiéﬁéf§ programs authorized under Parts B, C, D, E, and F of the
Act are:

s  Handicapped Regional Resource Centers

¢  Handicapped Innovative Programs - Deaf-Blind Centers

. Early Childhood Education Programs for Handicapped Ciiii’drcn
. Innovative Programs for Severely Handicapped Children

. Postsecondary Education Programs for Handicapped Persons

Training Personnel for the Education of the Handicapped

Handicapped Teacher Recruitment and Information

Innovation and Development Programs

Media Services and Captioned Films

Special Studies
® Sccondary Education and Transitional Services for
Handicapped Youth.
HA Discretionary Programs

__ During 1986; evaluation activities relating to EHA discretionary programs

were carried out under the authority contained in Section 618 and 627 of the Act.

In September 1985 z contract was awarded to COSMOS Corporation, Washington,
D:C;, to undertake a series of studies focusing on five programs over a 33-month
period. These programs are the Handicapped Children’s Early Education Program,
Special Education Personnel Development, Media Services and Captioned

Films/Technology Program, and the Secondary and Transitional Services Program.

- ._For cach program, a two-phased process is being carried out, with each
phase lasting approximately 6 months. The first phase consists of an analysis of
the gozals of the program, identification of the strategies used by the Office of
Special Education Programs to implement the legislation, a dcscription of the
program logic underlying those strategies, and finally, an evaluation of whether
the adopted strategies are likely to lead to improved special education programs
and services:




Goal Evaluatron, and attcmpts to gathcr moreé spcc:frc information which would
help program managers 1mprovc the design and administration of programs within
the Office of Special Education Programs. N

Burmg the first year of the contract from October 1, 1985 through

Scptcmbcr 30, 1986, the Goal Evaluation phase (Phasc l) wias complctcd for the

Early Chxldhood and Mcdra Services and Captioned Frlms/chhnology Programs,
and was approximately half-completed for the Special Education Personnel
Dcvelopment Program. Thc results of thc studrcs which were completed are
dcscnbcd bclow lt shculd bc notcd that thcsc cvaluatnon studrcs are not

the program’s overall effectiveness. Rather, thcy,,arc mtcnd,cd,to ,provrdc
information on the ’d'cgrec to WhiCh program Strategies arid a'ctivitic's ldgi'cally

OSEP managcrs in 1dcnt1fy1ng ways to 1mprovc program dcsrgn admrmstratron and
monitoring.

Handicapped Children’ s Earlv Edngangn Program (HCEEP)

"The startmg pomt for cach goal cvaluatron is the statement of the major
goals of the program. For HCEEP, the goals are: to design experimental
approaches to meet the special needs of young children with ‘handicaps; to develop
programs whrch facilitate thc micllcctual riieiital Sdcial bh’j’ri‘ii’ca! arid laﬁguagé

potcntral of young handrcappcd chrldrcn t) 1mprovc coordmatron of services at

the State and local level; and to encourage parental participation in the

development of services.

~ The methodology used for the goal evaluation employed multiple data sources
and drew heavily on the assistance of OSEP staff-and manageément. Sources of
information included: dstailed reviews of project files; structured iritérViéiv§ with

Congrcssronal staff, OSEP managers, grantees, and professionals in the field;

exrstmg literature and program planmng documcnts and site visits to HCEEP

projects. Each of the major components of the program were examined:
demonstrations, outreach projects, State plan grants, technical assistance, and
research institutes,

77777 In general; the goals reported by Federal and project staff were found to be

congrucnt although there was some discrepancy between the Federal office and

the technical assistance providers for the program regarding the most desirable
technical assistance approach to be taken for State plan grants. Implementation
of the program appeared to be occurring in a manner consistent with Federal
expectations. Documented support was evident in the projécts for many of the
causal assumptions determined to underlic the program logrc Several kinds of

data were available to document the program’s success in fostering increased

services for young handicapped children.

w:
-

TER i



In addition to the assessment of the plausibility of the program achieving its

goals, the evaluation report included several recommendations which were

particularly relevant to the Federal administration of the program:

e  Difficultics experienced by outréach projects in retaining

staff and making training arrangements might be addressed

by establishing a two- or three-year funding cycle as opposed
to the current one-year period:
®  Greater coordination is needed at the Federal ievel between
the various State planning efforts fuided under EHA as well

as other Federal agency planning efforts.

¢  Greater contact is needed between OSEP project of ficers and
project directors and staff in the field. Differences in
perception of program goals and appropriate roles can result

from lack of sufficient interaction between OSEP staff and
grantees.

®  Procedures need to be developed in OSEP to maintain
information and track performance of projects. There is a
dearth of information on the quality and richness of the
program’s activities which is evident primarily at the project
level,

These. results were included in the final Goal Evaluation report submitted by
COSMOS Corporation on June 27, 1986. _The second phase of the study--the

Strategy Evaluation:--is focusing on the Outreach strategy and wiil be completed

in February 1987.
Media

_ The Goal Evaluation of the technology program, authorized as part of the
Part F Media Services and Captioned Films program, was carried out between
February and September 1986. The goal of the program is to increase the use of
high quality and relevant instructional media, materials, and technologies, to meet
the_educational needs of handicapped children effectively. In addition to a series
of structured interviews similar to those used in the Early Chiidhood evaluation,

case reviews were done on 14 of the 45 projects funded in the program over a

recent 3-year period.
~ The most important conclusion of the report was that the program logic
model is valid, and that funded activities were linked to a variety of intermediate

and ultimate outcomes specified by Federal managers. Intermediate outcomes feil
under all three categories of enhanced availability, improved quality, and
encouraged use of technology. As for the ultimate outcomes, the case reviews

indicated that several types also wére possibie:



& Those directly involving educational outcomes--e.g., improved
learning or ediicational performance;
N Those relevant to educational outcomes but only il an

"enabling” way--€¢.8.; to improve accessibility to programs;

° Those _ related _in__only. an _indirect "Wiy to educational

outcomes--c.g;, changes in teaching practice due to increased

availability of technology information:

The evaluatlon found that the extent of actual attalnment of the@e outcomes was
not well documented. Despite the fact that most of the intermediate and ultimate
outcomes of the various projects were conceptually plausible, few projects had

collected -evidence regarding the actual attainment of oOutcomes. A
recommendation was made for the program-to make greater -use of outcome
cvaluations designed to_collect evidence about intermediate and ultimate outcomes.

In__addition, a recommendation _was _made that_ the  program _incorporate

requircments for better quality control procedures in funded projects to assure

that products and information on technology being disseminated by the projects

meet. acceptable standards. This could be done ecither by use of peer review
panels to review products, undertaking needs assessment activities to increase the
likelihood that products are responsive to the needs- of the target audience;: or
requiring specific testing standards for devices which are developed: by funded
projects. The strategy evaluation phase for the technology program is scheduled

to begin in mid-1987.

o j‘iie i-einaindei— of this section illustrates how the discretionary programs in
FY 86 contributed to supporting three OSERS priorities: early childhood bdﬁbétibﬁ,

rclatnonahxps Bcthen gencral and. spccmi education. A common. fac’torf among

these priorities _that . each represents multiple, complex service delivery

requlrements In the cases of early ChlldhOOd educatlon and transmonal servnee

rclatcd servxces to m,volyc, the coordmat:on,of megxcal cdugatnonal. nnd, human
service providers.  Availability, access, and coordination of these services are
essential to serving and maintaining children in the least restrictive environmert.

Expanded program options and techniques. to assist students who are having

difficulties in regular class programs also support the least restrictive environment
principle, and may help to keep students in regular class programs rather than
being referred for special sducation.

Thxs section. _reviews ,,tﬁc ‘multi-faceted . Federal,,mxtxanves ,m,,eariy

intervention and education for young children with handicaps or who are at risk

of becomnng handxcapped A detailed State by State presentation of relevant
aciivities and statistics is contained in Appendix D.

i
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- Service delivery . to  handicapped infants and children - requirés

multidisciplinary, =_multiagency _involvement in a complex process__involving
identification, referral, screening, evaluation, diagnosis, tracking, and intervantion.
This process and the bencfits derived from service delivery to infants and young
children have been discussed in previous reports to Congress. . There is evidence
that under certain conditions, early intervention programs accelerate handicapped

children’s development and reduce the effects of handicapping conditions (e.g.,
Casto -and -Mastropieri, 1986; White and Greenspan, 1986). In addition;. studies
have found that students require a reduced level of service in later years when

they receive preschool services (Weiss; 1981).

_....In_recognition of this evidence, an incréasing number of public, private, and

voluntary organizations are involved. in__expanding the availability of early
childhood services; the knowledge base regarding child identification, service
delivery processes, and intervention techniques; and the provision of Services to
handicapped children in_preschools along with their nonhandicapped peers. This
increased: availability and accessibility of programs for handicapped_infants and
young children also serves to promote the principle of least _ restrictive
environment. Some States now mandate the delivery of services for handicapped
infants, and others are lowering the age at which handicapped infants must be or
may be served:

.- The Handicapped Childrén’s Early Education Program acts as a catalyst to
this service initiation and improvement through its demonstration, outreach, and
technical assistance projects; research institutes; and carly education State grants:
According to the recent evaluation by COSMOS Corporation, significant numbers
of replications continue- to be generated by demonstration and outreach projects.
These projects have a wide geographical distribution and provide outreach services
to an array of States throughout the country, (see Figure 3). The settings for
service delivery demonstration and outreach projects included SEAs, LEAs,
centers; hospitals, and the home, often in some combination. - Most of the
demonstration projects were iuvolved in interzgency. activities, including such
organizations .as  health care organizations, hospitals; _ State agencies -such as
dcpartments of child services, and universities, as well as SEAs. Accomplishments
cited by.the COSMOS samiple of demonstration projects included obtaining support
from the State for future -continuation of the project once the HCEEP funding
ends, and making ties with the medical community. (A previous study by Roy
Littlejohn Associates [1982] had reported that 82 percent of demonstration
projects were continued using State and local funds after the 3-year Federally
funded demonstration period:) However, one of the barriers cjted by the COSMOS

study was that a mandate to serve handicapped infants is still lacking in most
States:

The rescarch institutes support service improvement by increasing the early

education knowledge base, producing data on the efficacy of early childhood
intervention_that will increase the viability and acceptance of early childhood

programs; and training graduate students who will continue to provide leadership.



Figure 3. Sites for a Sample of Twenty 1984-1985 Outreach Projects
from HCEEP Project Evaluation
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Accomplishments cited by the institute directors include helping to establish

arescarch_network in carly childhood education that would not otherwise be
created, disseminating research fjﬁding’s;@ﬁH training future professionals, an

accomplishment scen as having national impact.

COSMOS also evaluated the early Education State Grants program, which s

intended to enablé cach State to plan, develop and implement a comprehensive

service delivery system for special education and related services to handicapped
children from birth to age five. Most States (all ‘but three) are in the planning
stage.  The review indicated that States vary considerably in the extent to which
services are currently provided to handicapped infaats and preschool children; and
in the extent to which legislation exists to support and mandate service delivery
to this population. Of the 17 grantees included in the evaluation sample; all but
onc had developed or begun to organize an interagency group; these groups varied
widely in size -and type: ‘The grantees reported a high level of interagency
commitment and support.. Other typical grant activities included conducting needs
assessmeats, developing service delivery plans; and implementation. A descriptive

summary of Early Education State grants is provided in Appendix D.

Technical assistance for the HCEEP program is provided by the Technical

Assistance - Development System (TADS) and the State. Technical . Assistance
Resource Team (START). These organizations are funded by -OSERS to help

demonstration_projects and State plan grantees in project implementation- and
evaluation, facilitate the utilization of knowledge and sound practice, disseminate
information and foster networking; and serve as a resource for early childhood
educators and practitioners.

_ The specific activities of projects funded _under_these HCEEP components, as
well as carly childhood projects funded through other programs, are described in
the following sections. - These - projects_are concerned with the development of
interagency, interdisciplinary involvement to _provide services to handicapped
infants and young children; the process of - referral, screening, ‘evaluation,
diagnosis, and tracking; intervention services; and personnel preparation. These
projects serve as-catalysts- to stimulate program availability and_as models for the
delivery of services in the least restrictive environment. _Early _integration of
young children with their nonhandicapped peers provides positive exposure for

both handicapped and nonhandicapped children and sets a stage for their future
education.

___Dunst, Snyder, and Mankinen (1986) identified four factors that indicate

whether . _infants are likely to require  carly childhood educatior _ services:
environmental factors (e.g.; poor. conditions of rearing); biological factors (e:g;,
Down’s syndrome); medically-related factors (e.g, prematurity); and  family or
systemic factors (e.g.; parental alcohol or drug abuse). These factors clearly

illustrate the need for multiple agency, interdisciplinary involvement in the
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ﬁié?iéiéfi of services. Even those. mfants and faxmhcs SUbJCCI’ to only one of

these factors may require an interdisciplinary array of services; yet many infants

are subject to situations that involve more than one of these factors.

Profcssxonals from mcdxcmc allu:d hcalth cducatxon, and socxal scrvxccs are all

ﬁandncapped cluldrcn were cmphas:zcd mtcragcncy cooperation has been an

important and integral component characterizing early intervention programs
funded under Federally supported activities. In addition to providing technical

assistance for the development of early childhood State plans for comprehensive

delivery systems, current HCEEP projects are demonstrating new methods of

gencrating community involvement and interagency coordination in community-

based programs:

Many of the ‘projects involve the development of mtcgratcd mcdxcal
developmental, and family service approaches to carly intervention, with training

provided to family members. One-of thes¢ is a multiagercy community. service

project designed to meet the cducatmna] ‘medical, therapeutic, and social needs of

handicapped and developmentally disabled chiidren of drug-addicted parents (South

Shore - Mental = Health Center, Brighton, MA). This project involves the

collaboration of five State agencies, four medical institutions, and a network of

professionals representing pediatric and adult health, education; drug treatment,;
and social- service agencies. -Services will be provided at altérnative sites
(hospitals, hospices, and foster homes for those who aré unablé to participate in
existing programs because of communicable disease) and will include

. traﬁgdigcibiiﬁary assessment;

° intensive carly intervention for the child and family;

mdw:duahzcd scrvxcc planS'

° services to nmprove parent chxld mteracnon and carctakmg
skills, and provide support and education; and

6 case manaéemcni aﬁd traﬁsitibﬁ services.

modcl wnth cmphasls on- mtcragcncy coordination _to_ maximize sparsc rural

resources (Western Illinois Umvcrs:ty), including public hcalth and phys:cxans and

an_outrcach project_ that uses a transdxsc;phnary team to provxdc individual

programs of comprchensive services selected from a service menu drawing on

internal family resources and community resources (Dakota, Inc., Eagen, MN).
Thc followmg sections dxscuss the process of infant rcfcrral Scrééni'nﬁé;

dlagnosxs. and evaluation;- the provision of intérvention services; and the
preparation of personnel to deliver services.
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Scott and Hogan (1982) have described the primary sources of referral that

lead to the early identification of handicapped infants. These referral sources
include primary heaith care providers, such as neonatologists, pediatricians, and
gereral medical practitioners who identify newborns having obvious disabilities;

agencies. or clinics which, though perhaps established for other purposes, come

into contact with families of a handicapped or at-risk infant; social service

providers, such as social workers or public health nurses who, i conducting visits

to the homes of newborns, identify handicapped infants or home conditions that
are not conducive to the child’s health or develocpment; and community referrals,

in which community _members are requested, through media _notices, surveys or

letters; to refer families having handicapped or at-risk infants to service agencies.

Following referral, interdisciplinary. cooperation is necessary to conduct
screening, diagnosis, and assessment. Specialists in various areas of child health

and development contribute their expertise to assessing the child’s developmental
status.  The team of specialists begins with screening procedures to determine if
the infant’s developmental status is such that further assessment is indicated. If
50, diagnostic procedures are administered to more precisely determine the infant's
developmental problems and to plan a specific intervention program: In
performing this process, the skills of various specialists (e.g., audiologist. physical
therapist, educator, social worker, _pediatrician) are needed to develop a
comprehensive assessment and prescription of the infant’s development and an

appropriate intervention program:;

In some instances, immediate intervention may noi be required, but the

infant is followed on a regular basis through various tracking procedures;  as
discussed in the Eij 1_Annual Report to Con s. Tracking projects continue to

be initiated, as exemplified at the University of Southern Mississippi, where a
medical-developmental-family systems approach is being used to develop and
implement a tracking and follow-along system for infants discharged from neonatal

intensive care units.

___ The COSMOS evaluation of the HCEEP program found that il demonstration
projects reported assessment. or identification activities, and that their materials

development activities. _included surveys, = questionnaires, and  asséssment
instruments. Current projects addressinig identification and assessment include a
project being condvcted at Temple University, where services are provided to
severely disabled infants from their entrance into. neonatal intensivé care units
until they are placed into existing community programs. An infant coordinator
provides behavioral and developmental interventions and a family coordinator

provides counseling and training to family members,

. Other discretionary progfafnsggpport the expansion of the knowledge base

regarding carly intervention. For example:
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. The Innovation and Development Program is {'undmg a Dl’OjCCt
at the University of Miami that is_ _analyzing data to
determiné thé incidence of educational ‘handicaps among low

birthweight infants born sincc {975 as compared to infants of

normal birthweight, to dct:rmmc the proportion of spccxal

education and regular education students with normal birth

histories, and to determine additional factors that may
predict the subsequent need for special education services.

® The Field Inmatcd Research Prr\gram is- fundmg a pro_ycct at
the Umvcrsxty of Michigan to standardize English and

Spanish versions of the Early Scrccrimg Instrument for

preschool _children. . Another pro;cct at the Uxixvcrsnty of

North Carolina-Chapel Hill, is studying the relationship

between occurrences. of otms mcdla (mlddle -ear infection)

during the first three years of a child’s life and a child’s

speech, language, and classroom performance during the

school years.

Inisrveniion Servicss

Ea:ly cducatxon mtcrvcntlon broadly rcfcrs to a program dcsngncd to provxdc

optimal and developmentally -appropriaté activities to accelerate the _infant's

development or to lessen the effects of the handicapping condition: In total; the

intervention program_that results from the diagnosis and assessment of the child

may consist of continuing medical care; physncal therapy, family counseling,

parental training; or .other special_ services; .in addition to the educational

componeént. This total intervention program requires an interdisciplinary

oricntation to services and interagency coordination to assure that all appropriate

services are provided:

. The Early Intcrvcntion Effcctxvcncss Institute at Utah Statc University is
conducting 16 longitudinal studies of the cffxcacy and costs of early intervention.
Six of the studies are designed to determine the effects zand costs of different

intensities of intervention; five studies w:ll dctcrmmc ‘the effects and costs of

beginning intervention at different child ages; and five studies are determining

the effects and costs of varying the components of intervention pregrams {e.8.;

comparisons of different kinds and amounts of parent involvement). - The- studies
include infants and toddlers with severe handicaps - and sensory impairments;

among other groups. The studies will provxdc information about intervention costs

as well as information on the long-term outcomes of early intervention for
children and families.

Several HCEEP demonstration projects are dcvclopmg modél programs for
mtcgratcd preschools. These programs include curricula specifically designed for
use in mainstreamed settings.
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¢ The Cincinnati Center for Developmental Disorders s

developing a model treatment service program to provide

interdisciplinary educational and therapeutic treatment to

handicapped, abused, and neglected children aged three to

five in mainstream child care settings. The staff will provide
dircct_treatment and remedial services to the children in the

least _restrictive educational setting and will hold weekly

interagency, - interdisciplinary confercnces to revise and
update the child’s treatment status. . One advantage of this
model is that it is economical and provides a consistent

therapeutic educational program for the chiid.

®  ARCof Allegheny County, Pennsylvania is conducting Project

Step-Up to prepare handicapped preschool children for the

transition to a school-age prcgram. The integrated preschool

program will include specific social and pre-academic skills

programming, parent training; and a sibling support group.

®  The University of Hawaii is demonstrating an infant program

service delivery model tc suppert Hawaii’s least restrictive
environment continuum of placement  alternatives for
handicapped preschoolers. The project is preparing infants

and their parents for the transition to preschool. An jnfant
curriculum based on the skills necessary for preschool
placement training is being developed along with parent
training:

The University of Washington is developing a preschool curriculum that

includes multi-level classroom activities for an extended school year. g teacher’s
manual with recommendations for classroom management and teacher training in
the implementation of the Mediated Learning Program, and an assessment tool to
identify children’s cognitive strengths and weaknesses. The program will be

implemented in Head Start Programs, preschools; and public school classrooms.
. _Other - discretionary programs support the cxpansion of services to
handicapped infants. and the extension of the knowledge base related to

intervention. . For example, the Innovation and Development Program recently
funded Appalachian State University to_cxpand and analyze a data base on over
1,000 handicapped and developmentally delayed infants and preschoolers who were
served by a regional early intervention program. The data base will be analyzed
to_determine the effects of early intervention and to examine other variables that
affect the outcomes of providing ‘early intervention. The Innovation and
Development Program s funding another project at Appalachian State University
that is conducting an independent analysis of the efficacy data base developed by
the Early Intervention Research Institute at Utah State Unis ersity. This project
will provide additional information about the nature of the efficacy data base and

will examine the conclusions that have beén drawn about the efficacy of early

intervention for handicapped, at-risk, and disadvantaged children.
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commumcatc and coordmatc wntﬁ otﬁcr tcam mcmbcrs) as well as acccss to other

specialists who are qualified. to deliver specific.services for the benefit of the

child and the family. The preparation of personnel to serve handicapped infants
and chxldrcn thus mvolvcs provxdmg prcscrv:cc trammg m thc care of

new. dxmcnswns to unlvcr51ty trammg programs; prcparmg pcrsonncl to scrvc in

liaison/coordinator roles; and providing inservice training to a broad range of

personnel, mcludmg educators, related services personnel, community service

workers, and preschool and day care workers.

In 1985, a competition was established by the Office of Specxal Education
Programs Trammg Personnel in the Education of the ‘Handicapped Program (EHA;

Part_D) to support the preservice preparation of personnel to provide services to

newborn and infant handicapped. children. The projects it supports prepare

e ve g ——

personnel to work in programs characterized by strong interaction of the medical,

educational, and related services communities, and involvement of the parents or
guardians, who are the primary care givers for these children. Some of these
projects represent the development of new, jointly planned and implemeénted
programs to train personnel to work with infants in a medical; educational, or
community service. role. - Most of the projects train a_ variety of personnel from

the. allxcd health, cducatxon and mcd:cal l‘xclds and most rcprcscnt collaboratlve

mcdxcal and nnrsmg schools scrvncc prOVlSlOH agcnc:es private, non-prof:t

agencies; and government agencies. Some examples follow:

® A training program conducted jdintiS' by Cincinnati Univcrsity
is based on a successful mtcrdxscxplmary pro;cct model for
comprehensive diagnostic and intervention seérvices for high-
risk or developmentally disabled infaxnis.

e A summer institute at California State University at

Los Angeles to train teachers of the visually handicapped to
serve newborns and infants:

M A spcc:ahzcd mfant internship for masters’ level students in

occupauonal thcrapy, physical thcrapy, spccch social work,
and nursing; and a training program on workiiig with the at-
risk infant and family in the neonatal intensive care unit,

traﬁsitioﬁ to home management, follow-up devclopmcnta!

All aré in a combined program at the Eunice Kennedy Shnvcr

Corporation in Waltham, Massachusetts.
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__ The Training Personnel in the Education of the Handicapped Program’s rural

competition is sponsoring a project to train native and non-native Americans to
work with native® American preschool children in rural areas. Native American
instructors and resource people will be used in planning, implementing, and

evaluating the training model. Training Native Americans will primarily be done
on three reservations.

The HCEEP program is also contributing to training =ffort of carly

intervention personnel by sponsoring demonstration projects for inssrvice training.
For example; a newly fuaded demonstration project being conducied by the Kent
State University Foundation provides multiagency, individualized training for
families and professionals to cnable them to work as partners, develop expertise
on the car¢ and management of infants with handicaps, and develop coordination
and communication skills. The curriculum emphasizes the integration of
professional and family perspectives. The project includes training components
for senior medical students, pediatric residents, and families, and will provide
information services for community service personnel. It will also hold a major
interagency confereiice. Approximately 2,300 individuals will participate in

training activities over the three-year duration of the project.

_Although studies have shown that early intervention is beneficial to young

handicapped children and can in some cases reduce the need for later services; a
great deal is yet to be learned about the effectiveness of specific intervention
strategies.  Collaborative models for serving handicapped infants and _young
children with effective interventions delivered in least restrictivé énvironments
are beginning to be developed at sites across the country; however, services are

not readily available in many areas of the US. Greater program collaboration is
needed to make intervention services available throughout the nation in
accordance with the least restrictive environment principle;

Transitional Services

Another programmatic area in which discretionary programs make an

important contribution is that of services at _the seccondary level and for the
transition from school to the world of work and community life. Coordination of

ication and other supportive services is complex for most educators and adult

ed
service providers. This section highlights some of the activities in which Federal

discretionary moniés are supporting efforts to develop and improve such
coordination.

. The culmination of education in the least restrictive environment - is
integration into the community and working life. To become successfully
integrated, graduating students must possess the educational, social, and functional

skills necessary for employment -and community living. Employment and

community adjustment are considered the primary criteria for assessing whether a
handicapped youth has successfully made the transition from school to work: An




increase in secondary program options, especially vocationally oriented

programming, is needed in order to truly serve these students in the least
restrictive environment.

“The transitional needs of hanaicapped students are diverse: some individuals

requirc. few services, while others require a complex array of multiple services
delivered by a broad spectrum of agencics. ~ As was the case with early

intervention service delivery, the complexity and diversity of needs and the wide
range of potential service providers involved can make the coordination and

delivery of transitional services difficult. A multidisciplinary approach that
encompasses the coordination of services available from schocl personnel, adult
service providers, employers, private and public agencies;, and advocacy groups is
critical if a foundation built upon secondary education and bridges leading to

higher education, work, and adult life are to be provided.

Preparation for the successful transition begins well before graduation; with

carly career assessment, vocational planning, and educational programming geared

to the student’s carecr aspirations. As discussed in the Eighth Annual Report to
Congress, OSERS has developed a conceptualization of transitional services that
includes three spans from secondary school preparation to adult life (Will, 1985).

The spans differ in the extent and nature of services required for successful
transition. As shown in Figure 4; the student who has completed the secondary

school program may make the transition from school to work without special
services (only those available to the public at large); with time-limited transitional
services leading to independent employment; or with ongoing services, in the case

of more severely handicapped individuals who may be unable to assume
unsupported work roles. OSERS priorities regarding the transition to adult life

include the following five target areas:

¢  Making high schools and their curricula more relevant to
employment needs, which involves renewed cooperative efforts
with vocational education and vocational rehabilitation. to
serve all students with disabilities; improving community-

based job training and placement within the school’s

vocational preparation programs, and developing service

models for all students that allow regular and frequent

contact with nonhandicapped peers.

] Improving employment opportunities by cooperating with
other agencies to develop a broader range of incentives fgf
employers who offer jobs to individuals ‘who may require
special equipment; building modifications, longer training

periods, or other investments.

e  Improving programs for disabled high school graduates who
seck additional education in community colleges or vocational
technical postsecondary schools.

3 148



Figure . Major Components of the Transition Process
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¢ Improving time-limited services such as vocational
rehabilitation, opportunities under thé Job Training
Partnership Act, and transitional .employment. Again, this

requires  cooperative - relationships  between  vocational
education; vocational rehabilitation, and special education to

ensure coordination in service responsibility. In addition,
OSERS is encouraging and supporting innovations in on-site
job _training and placement programs to achieve greater

— I N

effectiveness in time-limited services.

e  Expanding the provision of ongoing support for employment,
and encouraging new programs to offer ongoing support in a
work setting to persons with the most severe disabilities.

- The following scctions discuss specific activities conducted under the

discretionary programs to support these priorities. These sections address

interagency coordination, secondary school programming, transition programming,
and personnel preparation.

_The involvement of a wide range of organizations is required to ensure a

successful transition to adult life for all handicapped students.  These
organizations include private and public rehabilitation, health and human services
agencies, postsecondary educational institutions, and advocacy groups, as well as
employers and educational agencies: Since vocational education and vocatjonal
rehabilitation have such potentially important roles in the préparation of
handicapped students for employment and as service coordinators for graduates,
the coordination of special education with these types of agencies is considered
essential to the provision of quality, appropriate, comprehensive services, In
addition; such coordination is necessary to ensuré coordination in service

responsibility as students graduate.

Thus, interagency coordination is a strategy for providing comprehensive

services to handicapped students and ensuring that handicapped persons receive all
of the services for which they are eligible under Federal and State _statutes in
special education; vocational education, and vocational rehabilitation. Interagency
coordination is considered a necessary feature of service delivery if vocational
services are to facilitate the movement of handicapped persons from education to

employment (Decision Resources Corporation, 1985).

ijijéiﬁ funded under discretionary programs provide models that foster

interagency coordination and develop linkages with a vast range of organizations
that can facilitate the school-to-work transition. Some of these projects utilize
coordinating councils as part of their transition programs, others provide

community networking models, and still others focus on the development of

linkages between specific service providers in the transition process. Some

examples of such projects are highlighted below.
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® The Sonoma County, California, Transition Project has a

coordinating council to promote the active involvement of

agencies in joint planning _activitics, the developraent of

working - agreements; and individvalized transition processes.
The project will develop a_model adaptable to the needs-of

various communities, develop training modules for Statewide
use; and_ provide guidelines and training materials for
developing working agreements -among local _agencies;

designating  roles and responsibilities, and  developing

Individual Program Plans that serve as working agreements

among all agencies and individuals concerned.

e  Project PET is creating a model Community Transition Center
and a community -networking and interaction model  in
Montana. = The project employs a planning committee that

includes adult service providers, parents, school personnel,

o Long Island University in New York is developing a high
school/college linkage model that focuses on collaborative
linkages - between secondary = and  postsecondary  school
personnel; parents; and learning disabled students to deveiop

and demonstrate a transition support system.,

o The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) is

helping to foster -replication of interagency linkage models by
conducting a project-to develop and disseminate programmatic
models.  The project  will _initiate and document four
comprehensive interagency models to be developed . by

CCSSO’s_State. members; p'anning conferences will be held
and a report to disseminate the models for replication will be

developed:

_--- Since relationships between special education, vocational education, and
vocational rchabilitation are of special importance in the preparation of
handicapped youth for-employment;. a number of projects have been vndertaken to

look at arnd facilitate State and local coordination among these types of agencies.
As reported in _the _Eight} ual Report to ongress,  Decision . Resources

Corporation_recently conducted a study of interagency agreements to support the
provision_ of vocational education and services to _exceptional students. They
studied three States and six school districts, and found that_each State worked to
develop. interagency cooperation in a different manner- -State approaches varied

from providing technical assistance and consultation to local agencies (including

training materials and manuals for vocational education teachers), to focusing on
linkages between agencies -at the county level, to developing a formal State
written agrezment. - The LEAs used written interagency agreements, task forces
on transition, special transition projects, and Special purpose intérmediaté unjts to
provide transitional services:
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Another study; by Harold Russcl! Associates (1985) wa: aiso notéd in the

Eighth Annual Report. This study was a nine-site field study of excmplary State

and local vocational programs. The study identified three trends in secondary
programming:

® a growing number of programs focusing on ways to increase

the participation of handicapred students in vocational
education;

™ increased coordination of academic, vocational, and work

study opportunities into an integrated program for the

vocational assessment is assuming a more important rolé as

schools include vocational objectives in the IEP,

The following section discusses improvements in secondary programming and

provides examples of prograiis illustrating these trends.

- A successful transition to adult and working life requires appropriate
planning and programming at the secondary level. Such planning and programming
includes career assessment and program options that can support handicapped

students’ individual nceds for vocational education, preparation for postsecondary
education and :raining; and-the social and functional skills needed for success in
employment and community living;

The Harold Russell Associates study referenced above noted a trend towards

increased vecational and carcer assessment. This trend is supported by models for

career_ assessment devcloped under discretionary  programs.. For example, in

Whittic:,  California, a project sponsorcd under the Secondary Education and
Transitional Services for Handicapped Youth Program is expanding the services of
an existing -career  assessment center .to provide handicapped students with
(1) vocational evaluation, (2) work adjustment, (3) employmentepreparation; (4) job
development;_ and _(5) placement, vocational counseling, and _independent living
skills training: The procedures involve IEP- development. supplementary services,
and famiiy involvement. Manuals .on each of the five service areas will be

prepared and field-tested to facilitate replication of the project.

A number of projects are also modiiying secondary. curricula fo provid

models that involve more vocational education and community-based training and
coordination of academic and vocational objectives in the. IEP. _ For example, a
project conducted by the University of Hawaii is- using -job coaches to. provide

secondary students 15 to 22 years old with on-site job training and counseling in
work skills and habits, problem solving, and .interpersonal - communications.

Family-employer liaisons and community-schooi representatives will focus on

student IEP transition planning and postsecondary vocational program coordination.

The students’ secondary curricula will be modified and the project will disseminate
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procedural guides on transition to parents; adult services resource guides,

inservice training _materials, vocational curriculum task adaptations, and an

ccological asses:.uent . instrument to assess the compatibility of secondary and

postsecondary environments.

. ,,Thc Umvcrs:ty of Utah is conducting a research prOjcct to dctcrmmc the
effects of functional, adaptive, and severity factors (m addition to academic

achievement) on the success of employment or postsecondary education of learning
disabled individuals, and to determine curricular altérnatives that will provide
students with the skills needed for career success.

Two pro;;ccts in North Carolma arc addrcssutg dxffcrcnt aspccts of

community-based job training:. The. Expcncntnal Prevocational Planning Project is

at- Employment Opportumtxcs Incorporation in_Durham, offering younger students

job: try-outs (work experience of 2 to 3 half days for 4 to 6 weeks) in an effort

to intervene carly in job planning to coordmatc cxxstmg busmcss rchabxlxtatxvc

educational; and. therapeutic. recreation services. The second project at the

Hmvcrs:ty of North Carolina provides students with a work hxstory prior - to

graduation thmugh voluntccr experience, and places them in competitive
employment followmg graduation.

In several sites, including ones in the Statés of _Illinois (Thresholds;

Chicago), and Iowa ﬂva;rs;ty of lowa), projects are studying the effects of

generalization tralmng and _community-based instruction on the vocational

performance_of severely handicapped students. Using a behavioral analytical

approach; individuals with more severe handicaps are being placed in competitive

employment within their communities. These are individuals who previously would
not have been considered cmployablc

Sccondary curncula are  also bcmg modified to provxdc support to

handxcappcd students who will be going on to postsecondary education. A project

conducted by the New. York State Education Department is developing linkages

,,,,,

with the postsecondary system and employing cooperative - planning _and
programming to strengthen the sccondary programs of learning. disabled students.

It is expected that through cooperative planning and the linkages developed,

students will have the necessary preparation for postsecondary success.

In addman to thcsc cfforts, thc Nat:onal Informatlon Ccntcr for Handxcappcd

thldrcn and Youth (NICHY) and HEATH (Higher Education and the Handicapped)

have clearinghouses to address questions and disseminate information on transition

to work and higher edication. NICHY aiso disseminates a newsletter on

transition, and HEATH publishes a guide to choosing colleges for students with
disabilities:.

A dxffcrcnt type of resource, one that matchcs employmcnt mformatxon to

dnsablcd cand ates, has been designed for high school graduates -under  the

Secondary Education and Transitional Services for Handxcappcd Youth Program,
and for disabled collegc graduates under the Postsecondary Education Program for

Handicapped Persons. This activity at Long Island University called Project

l30
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Match, established a consortium of more than 80 schools in the New York City

area and is a free service to link public and private sector employers access to a

centralized data base of qualified, job-ready graduates. Professional staff screen
applicants and provide follow-up services to ensure employer and employee
satisfaction.

__ As discussed in the following section, further preparation and support for

emplcyment and postsecondary education is being provided through postsecondary
transition programs.

. For students who have exited secondary programs, three paths to employment

ﬁayc,bccn,dcljpgatgd;; These are tranmsition without special services (only those

available to the public at large), tramsition with time-limited services, and
transition to employment with ongoing support.. A number of follow-up studies of

high school graduates are currently ‘being _conducted to assess the success of
students who make the transition without special services, and models for
providing time-limited services and ongoing support through educational agencies,

community colleges, and adult service providers continue to be developed:

without soecial services Handicapped individuals Following this

path do not require specialized supportive services in order to. obtain or maintain
cmployment. Data on the number of persons who successfully follow this path are
incomplete, but a number of follow-up studies o assess the educational,
vocational, and .independent living status of ‘handicapped youth have been
undertaken. . In P.L. 98-199, Section 618(c)(1); Congress mandated a longitudinal
follow-up study to provide a comprehensive description of the transition status
and needs of handicapped youth. The study was designed to include a sample of
handicapped youth between ages 14 and 21, identificd while still in school, who
arc representative of all categories of exceptionality. They have been selected on
a_stratified, random basis from all 50 States and more than 350 school districts.

They -will be followed for 5 years and their secondary experiences and transition

experiences will be documented. In the fall of 1987, a_ contract will be awarded

to implement the data collection, analysis, and reporting phase of this study.

The results of several smaller, more narrowly focused studies have provided

jome initial insights to the number of students who have found employment
without special services: . investigators in the State -of Washington found that 72
sercent_of a sample of 827 learning disabled and behaviorally disordered youth

were employed onc year after leaving school. However, only 27 percent of those

:mploycd were earning the minimum_wage or more: . In Vermont, 55 percent of -a
ample of 301 educable mentally retarded, learning disabled, and cmotionally
listurbed youth were employed; of these, 83 percent had not used special support

ervices to obtain their jobs:
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Other _smaller studies are currently underway. For example, the Umversny

of Pmsburgli is_conducting an examination of the sccondary school experience of

learning disabled students and its value in preparing these youth for the
transition to adult life. These studies will provide information on the status of
students who make the transition to employment and adult life without special
services, éi'id estimates of their numbers.

ime- 'mltcd services: Tunc-hm:tcd services. prov:dc thc vocatxonal socxal

and fnnctxonai skills training needed for employment and community living, and

on-s:tc _]Ob trammg followmg cx:t from the secondary program. Examples of

° A transifion service modcl lmkmg rchablhtatnon centers to

the public schools is being developed by the Iowa University

Foundation. Individualized Training Programs, including

training sequences that specify the respective roles of special
cducation and the rehabilitation center, are being devéloped
for modcratcly and scvcrcly handicapped studeénts.

° Tnmc hmm:d scrvnccs prowdcd By commumty couegﬁs arc

being expanded by non-degree programs such as the low-cost

program undcr dcvclopmcnt at the Cxty Umvcrsxty of

m,ntally rctﬁardcd students with or without a hxgh 'school
diploma.  Its. two components focus on (1) basic and
interpersonal skills and vocational training, and (2) hands-on
+3rk experience through internships:

° Another commumty collcgc program modcl is bcmg developed

at _the University of Orcgon where a 10-week Adult Life

Skills. Development course is being dcs:gncd The course

features small-group instruction, a management information
system, and job placement procedures.

° Thc Virginia Dcpartment for the Vnsually Handncappcd is
conductmg a special demonstration project that involves a

formal cooperative agreement with the Virginia  Community

College System. Working together, these agencies provide

adaptive equipment that allows visually handicapped students

to fully participate in computer-related courses. The project

includes a work-experience phase accompanied by a training
wage.

) ] ggg 1’n wxfh ' S Supported cmploymcnt provndcs work
opportunities to individuals in a flexible fashion that meets the complex needs of
severely handxcappcd mdnv:duals A number of modcls for supported employment

were described in the Anny: . They are briefly
reviewed here:




The job coach/employment support model uses a job coach to
train the employee on the job until he or she meets industry

criteria_and provides follow-up for the employee and the

employer for as long as services are necessary.

® The cmployment training model trains several severely
handicapped individuals at once in a time-limited, occupation-

specific program. Once industry criteria have been met, the
trainee is placed within the industry and given additional
training as necessary by a job coach from the training
program.

The supported jobs model places individual adults in regular

community jobs and provides support at the work_ site as
required for the employee to learn and perform the work:

® The enclave model provides continuous ongoing support to a
group of workers from a specially trained supervisor.

®  The mobile crew model provides work crews consisting of a
supervisor and approximately five employees; the mobile

crews are set up as a small single-purpose business.

The -benchwork_model was designed in -the early 19705 to
provide employment. in clectronics assembly work in a service
agency which also functions as a business enterprise:

® The cntrepreneurial model takes advantage of local
commercial opportunities to establish businesses employing a
small number of individuals with severe disabilities as well as

individu s without disabilities.

Examples of these models in use were provided in the Eighth Annual Report

lo_Congress: The effectiveness of these models and their adaptations is being
demonstrated by new applications initiated by projects supported under

discretionary programis:

®  The cffectiveness of three of the models, supported

competitive. employment, the enclave model; and the mobile
crew model, are being ~demonstrated at Virginia

Commonwealth  University, where . severcly handicapped

adolescents are beiug placed in these settings.

¢ Community Services for Adults and Children, Inc. in

Rockville, Maryland, is developing a program to place autistic
persons in non-sheltered  community employment. An

adaptation of the supported _jobs model; the program provides
clients with on-the-job instruction in travel, interpersonal

and vocational skills; and training in daily living skills is
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provided ir the community-based group home or in the
community 1ts§!f Supportive services are gradually faded,

although job pcrfomiancc continues to be monitored:

(] Thc Pcrkms School for-- the Blmd in Watertown
Massachusetts, is working with employers in private industry
to establish a variety of supported employment Sites, training
deaf-blind students on job sites, and working with adult
services agencies .to provide follow-up and support services

on a long-term basis.

. Other brojecis are br’ovi’dj’ng information to support the implementation of
these employment models. - For example, at the University of Wisconsin at
Madison; a2 method -for-evaluating- the vocational environments of students with

scvcrc mtcllcctna[ dxsabxhtxcs 1s bcmg designed. lnfdrmhtxon gathcrcd during the

who provxdc vocanonal prcparatnon, and an array of products will be developed to

assist others in evaluating the vocational milieu of people with severe intellectual
disabilities. In a second project at the same university, individualized adaptatxons
that allow phys:cally and intellectually disabled people to function productively in
mtcgratcd environments are being develcped. First, the performance of disabled
workers .is compared éyétérﬁé’ti’célly with. thﬁ’t of iidii’dis}ibléd W’di—kéi@‘ next, 'v'véi-k

Appropnatc job s;ructunng, as. cxcmphfxcd By the supportcd cmploymcnt modcls,

accompanied by tools for evaluation and adaptation of work environments and

tasks can help disabled workers reach their full productivity within integrated

work settings:

. The least rcstncuvc cnv:ronment for handxcappcd individuals as secondary

studcnts and as adults Wlll only bcccme possible with thc provision of a wider

range of employment options and secondary curricula leading to these options.
Interagency coordination must make available the supportive services that enable
individuals to-select and use these opportunities. Federal initiatives will continue
to bi: dii'i:’c’ti:d _toward the development 6f .secondary_ curri'culér and i:tiiiiloyhiént

rcsourccs at all lcvcls chcral State and local:

Relationships Between General and Special Education

 Effective implementation of the least restrictive environment principle
requires a continuum of service options that enable all students to be integrated
with their peers to the maximum extent possible. I the case of students with

mild handicaps, thcf least restrictive environment is often the rcgular class

Strong relationships between regular and special education based on an array of
administration and instructional arrangemecnts are necessary if the n=eds of
students who require special education are t0 be met in the least re-trictive
environment.




Increased attention has been given to relationships between special and

regular education, and the instructional technology to support these relationships,

as.concern over the potential erroncous classification of students as mildly
handicapped, especially learning disabled, has risen. The concern is that students
Who are marginally adequatc learners may be referred for special education,
labeled as “learning disabled®, and removed from the regular class environment for

at lcast part of the school day, when their difficulties could be remediated within

the regular class sctting without the potential for stigmatization that arises from

being labelled handicapped. Associated -with this concern is the idea that if
learning problems are addressed_early with appropriate intervention techniques,
they are less likely to become more scvere learning disabilities as the student’s

cducational carcer progresses. If educators are to emphasize early intervention

instead of responding to repeated failure, appropriate instructional techniques and

program options must be available within the regular class.

__ Of the 42 million children in U.S: public schools in 1984-85, 1.8 million. or 4
percent, were classificd as learning disabled and placed in special cducation
programs. This figure represents 34,000 more students than in the previous school

year. In addition; it has been estimated that another 10 to 20 percent of

students have not been classified as handicapped, but have learning or behavior
problems that limit their cducational progress (Will, 1986). Thus, the population
of interest in this issuc includes students who hswve been or are at risk of being

referred for evaluation and potential placement in special education.

- An emerging type of preventive measure focuses on activities to enhance the

capacity of general cducation to provide services to children at risk- of being
identificd as handicapped. -These activities include increasing coordination of the
general and regular educational systems, improving procedures for cvaluation and

diagnosis, designing new program options to expand the general education
repertoire, and transferring and adapting regular and special education
instructional technology:.

In 1985, OSEP began the Enhancing Instructional ‘Options Grant Program,

fjdiflbﬁ\ii{q”By"'j'@gﬁ'ﬁiig/l;carning Efficiency, followed this year by Increasing
Teaching/Learning Efficiency. These projects enhance the capacity of local

cducational agencics to provide a varicty of instructional options and screening
procedures prior to the evaluation and placement of children with learning
esc projects, along with projects

problems in special education. Examples of t

from other discretionary programs that support this area of development, are

provided in the sections below. These rescarch activities have been complemented
by the Federal/Statc Evaluation Program which has provided SEAs support to

study the cffectiveness and impact of such efforts. These studies are presented
in Chapter 1V.

Increased coordination between regular and special education as well as
coordination with other categorical programs such as those for disadvantaged,
bilingual, and minority children is required in order to assure that students who
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need mdxvxdualxzcd hclp wxll recc've that help in an appropnatc and txmcly
manner. The rulcs and rcgulat:ons of thesc _separate programs, as wcll as thcn-

mechanism to serve thg:lr needs; while chcrs are forced to fit into a catcgorncal
program because that is the only available mechanism through which their needs
can be met.

° In Washmgton Statc the Office of the Supermtendent of

Public Instruction is. conducting rescarch to increase the
numbcr of tcsted modcls for kccpmg low-achxcviﬁg Stiid’c’ritg

syétcui they will affcct target children, school districts, and

the Statewide organization of service delivery. Through this
project, LEAs will develop five different program options to
provide educational services and assessment to low-performing
childrea within regular education. These models will be

implemented _in experimental schools and the results of

implementation will be compared to control schools.

Measures used to determine the effects of the models are

student achxcvcmcnt and bchavnor, the numbcr of chxldrcn

referred for special education services, and staff satisfaction
with the models. The project will also assemble and work
with leaders and representatives of various  professional

organizations . réb’i'éiséﬁtiﬁé _teachers;  superintendents and

principals and others;, as well as pcrsonncl from the pilot

districts to identify needed changes in the regulatory service

dchvcfy systcm for low-performing students.

dcvclop a bulldmg-bascd change model which will lead

teachers to modify their referral habits and provide
instructional procedures so that learning disabled and other
low-performing studcnts will be effectively served in the

regular classroom. The change model will focus on- active
leadership . of the building _principal _and participatory
management_by the school staff. - With support from special

cducation and categorical program directors, principals will

manage the change process and oversee the implementation of

instructional strategies.

At thc buxldmg level, 7mcchamsms for increasing coordmatxon aﬁd
communication among special and regular education staff are needed. Special
educatxon teachcrs who work w:th studcnts m small groups or rcsourcc ro’diﬁ’s Cziii

teachers. lnstructnonal lcadcrshxp and new systcms of managcmcnt are nccdcd if

special education expertise is to be put to more creative use. The Enhancing
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Instructxonal eptxons Program is sponsormg several projects to examine ways of

increasing communication between regular and special education teachers, théreby

providing the teachers with supportive mechanisms.

° The University of Illinois at Chicago is undertaking a study
to identify the characteristics of special education programs

within high schools that-are effective; moderately effective,

and less effective; and to investigate the relationships

between spccml and regular education within those schools.

The researchers will then observe classroom characteristics

and cxamine the match of curricular and setting demands
between regular and special education classrooms. The data

from these studies will be used to creaté a model of factors
affecting the academic achievement of learning disabled

students.

o The Hmvcrs:ty of Tcxas is conducting a Statcwxdc pro;;cct to
develop and validate a support system for mectmg the needs
of at-risk students. The support system is a collaborative

consultation model for communication; ceordination; and joint

problem solving between regular and special education

teachers. The project will determine and validate the

teacher coiripctcnc:cs neceded for effective collaboratxon and

a State vide sample of teachers will receive _training in these

compet: ~ivz. The model will be evaluated on the basis of

the eft .c°s of the training on special and regular teachers’

knowleuv .- vknlls, and _ attitudes; and the impact of the

collabora 0 on the mcxdcncc and nature of student referrals
to specia. « Ju.g*ion;

®  Vanderbil® «iniversii: is assessing the effectiveness of &
teacher-cousz!*r2: model which involves a mainstream

2:sistance .t uiclu 1g a  master teacher, a _special

education ic-rke-, «nd rhe _regular education teacher of a

difficult-to-teact. siideni. Tha model is being evaluated by

meacdres of th . .uihers of zervices initiated, the fregaency

of reintegraiion; *he torge: < ‘udents’ academic performance

and behavior, the cegular cducators’ instructional behavior

toward_simila: students; and classroom teachers’ participation
in the IEF proc:ss.

) The Rescarch Institute. for Educat:onal Problems is tcstmg

the effeciiveness of a co-teaching strategy in which a

regular education content area specialist co-teaches with a

special education teacher. Tutorial hours will be available in

which students can receive individual atténtion to work on
deficient skills in reading and language arts:
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cducators arc looking with renewed interest at the proccss by which studcnts arc

referred for special education. Several examples of projects undcrway to improve
referral procedures and mcreasc dragnostrc ‘accuracy were discussed in Chapter 4
of the : Additional examples are provided

below:

¢ The Yale School of Medicine is in the second yé’aj of a

longitudinal study to examine the definition of learning

disability and determine its prcvalcncc incidence, stabrlrty,

and clinical correlates of its psychometric definition. The
study will differentiate children identified by the school
systcm as. lcarmng drsablcd from thosc who arc low-

the . pattcrns and ehangcs over trmc of these groups wh:lc

momterrng and asscssmg the effects of spccral services on

school pcrformance academic achievement, behavior, and
sslf-concept.

o A study conducted at the University of California at Santa
Barbara represents an effort to describe variables that affect

whether a  low-achieving student is referred for special
education placcmcnt The mvesugat:on w:ll also examine
whether the social skills curriculum reduces unnecessary

referral and inappropriate placcmcnt in special education.

An jacreased array of program optrons is needed in order to allow regular

teachers the flcxxbrlrty to individualize students’ programs to meet their varied

needs. The increasing orray of program options being developed for handxcappcd

students may benefit low-performing nonhandicapped students as well. For
-~umple, one project, Imgroving the Options of Handicapped Students in
wi.nstream Vocational Edu-ation; is attempting to expand vocational program

sptions for handrcappcd stud:1ts by dcvclopmf detailed: information on at least

bCD handicapped students partiipating in exemplary vocational education programs:.

Taw data on 'ncsc students &a»1 programs will be analyzcd to determine the

rhmactcrrstrcs <7 _students who participate and succeed in different types of

i carss; the .naractcrxstxcs cf institutions and programs that have been

ancos el In r«mstrcammg ha::dizapped students, and data on resources and

{ “ari.: strategic to increase tne success of mainstreamed students and ti.
ot

A v wwer of projects are studying the environmental variables that are
Crisg Al b el nien’ Success:




e  The University of Minnesota is studying the effectiveness of

dxffcnng instructional arrangements. for mxldly ‘handicapped

students in regular cducation settings. The variables studied

include class size, size of mstructxonal group (small large,
individual), degree of structure, and extent of direction by
special education or related services personnel. The effects
of various instructional arrangements on academic engaged
time (time on task), quality and effectiveness of the
environment, task completion, and task comprehension will be

documented.

° Thc Umvcrsuy of Kansas is identifv" “7¢ instructional
arrangements and procedures currc v seachers. in
mainstream secttings. The effective 7 c‘éin@@ﬁjﬁ&
procedures will be gauged by s.der’ i~ ‘zriormance.
These arrangements and. pl’OCCdi - v nnatyzed and
used with new samples o. s . 1o test  their

generalizability across teachers anc Jd(‘nts “raportant
clas,room instructional variables and 'cf;enwc procedures can
then be documented for dissémination and use by teachers in
the least restrictive settings.

° The Umvcrs:ty of Vnrgnma ig rmymg regular classroom

teachers who have been successful in their interactions with
mainstreamed learning disabled students; teacher thmkmg and
behavior will be analyzed in -order to develop a model - of
effective practice. The project also includes a training
component which wiil enable special education resource

teachers to provide assistance to regular classroom teachers.

Increased coordination and communication between regular and special

education teachers will facilitate the transfer of technology between these fields.

The teachers can share techaniques they have found to be effective and engage in

joint problem solving. In addition to system level encouragement and the
opportunity to share information, known technigues that are effective in special

education are being tested for use in mainstream classes, new techniques for
intervention with low-achieving students are being devised, and strategies for

adapting curricula for students with learning problems are being developed.

Examples are provided below.

° Thé Univérsiiy of iiiinois is examining_ tiie efficacy oi‘ peer

classroom teachers to meet the needs of students with mild
learning and bechavior problems within the regular -classroom.
The research will identify classrcam characteristics and

successful pre-referral interventions, and then will examine

whether peer collaboration can be used to expand a teacher’s
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repertoire of alternatives to- meet the needs of students
with mild learning and behavior problems within the regular
classroom. Teachers will be paired with collaborators who
have had training in instructional management strategies and

strategies to increase sclf-appraisal; training materials in

thcsc topics will be f:cld tested to see if peer collaboration

is a realistic model that can be easily adopted.

° Vanderbilt Collcgc is mvcstlgatmg spccxhc teacher behaviors

and strategies that have been demonstrated to exert positive

influences on student achievement in regular classcs (eg.,

academic feedback; structuring and directing, monitoring a
planned explanation) to see if they have the same effect on

mainstreamed mnldly handicapped _students. Effective
strategies will then be incorporated into a teacher training
package.

A project sponsored under the field initiated research

compctition is asscssmg the cffcct:vcncss for lcarmng

;:pmpﬁrchcn’s’mnf _ The technique, called SQ3R for ,,Survcy,
Question, Read; Recite; and Review,; has been widely endorsed
for use with students in regular classroom settings; but it

has not been -adequately researched to determine 1ts

effectiveness with handxcappcd or. learners: The project is

conducting a series of related studies to assess the efficacy

of the technique for iearning disabled secondary students.

® The Hmvcrslty of Washmgton is examining three approaches

to the modification of textbocks used by secondary learning

disabled students in regular classrooms. The approaches are

Precision Tcachmg plus framcd outlines, advance organizers,

and graphic presentations. The approaches will be used with
mainstreamed students in regular classrooms; textbooks will
be modified for alternate assignments, {(i.e., no modification
for one chapter; a modification for the next; etc.). . The

approaches will be compared by mcasurmg student acqmsmon

of information, retention, and ‘application. Teachers,

students, and staff will be asked about the usefulness and

cost of the modifications. The outcome of this research will

enhance the ablllty of mamstrcamcd handlcappcd students to

effectively learn the content of the secondary rcgular
education classroom.

Thcrc 1s a. need to ensure that all studcnts rcccxvc appropnatc spcc;al

instructional assistance when they need it, .and greater individualization of
instruction can help to fill this need. The transfcr of managemcnt practices and
instructional technology between regular and special education is called for not

only to address the needs of low- -achieving nonhandicapped studeénts, but also to




assure that students are not misclassified as handicapped. It is believed that
appropriate treatment for learning problems as they arise can forestall their
becoming more severe, or compounded with motivational or attitudinal problems as
studcnts frustrations increase.

this_ arca which calls for greater coordmatnon between regular and special

education; licw mcchamsms of support for regular cducatnon tcachcrs with problem
learners, new referral procedures and more accurate diagnostic techniques, and
both new and adapted instructional strategies.

Although nt has bccn wxdcly rccogmzcd that thc usc of chcral fundmg

lmprovcmcnt of scrvnces to thc Nation’s liandxcappcd children, expenditure data

were not reported. This Annual Report marks the first time that information has

Bg:cn available to indicate the amount and range of all sources of funding for
special eduction and related services by the States and Insular Arcas

The 3984-' 5 Annuzl Data chorts included a data rcqmrcmcnt mandatcd by

§cctnon 618 of the EHA Amendments of 1983, that States report funds expended

for :pecial educ?iion an: related services during school year 1982-83. These

funds were to ircluds ali costs associated with services to handicapped children

and youth that are above and beyond the costs of providing regular education

proz<ams to nonhandxcappcu wudcnts Costs associated with capital outlays or

regular education services were not included.

rclated services accordmg to thc fundmg source; that is, Statcs were to specifv

expenditures according to Federal, State, or local source. States were permitted

to estimate expenditurés for special education and for related services. Reports

of total expenditurc by source of funds expended, however, were to be actual
amosints.
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Desp:tc a lack of famxham, with these ncw rcquxrcmenn, one- half or 27 of
the 54 States and Insular Areas that siibmitted these data provided both actual
total cxpcnd;turcs by sourcc of funds cxpcndcd and scparatc counts of

six -identified actual amounts. cxpcnacd for spcc:al cducatnon and related scrvrccs

21 States estimated these two amounts.

For 1982:83, the States and Insular Areas ieporting spent almost $12. billion
on special education and related services (see. Appendix Table EJ1). This was a
per p’up’il expcn”ditﬁré f’o’i— the excess_cost of special education, based on total

(SOP); of 52 788. About 8.5 pcrc:nt of these monies were attributed to Federal

sources, about 54 percent to State sources, and 38 percent to local sources.

Approximately 60 percent of the total was cxpcndcd for specul, educatioi

programs, the remainder for related services: Federal sources accousiied for 8.8

percent of the monies expended on special education programs and 11.2 percent of

the monies expended o¢.; related services.

To describe differences in funds cxpcndcd by Statcs pcr pupil expenditures

were calculated by dividing total funds expended by the number of children

reported as_being served under EHA-B and Chapter |1 of ECIA (SOP) in 1982-83.

State per pupil expenditures for special education and related services ranged

from $659 to $5,970 (see Table 30). The mediar per pupil cxpcndxturc was $2,622;
the maodal rangc was $2,500 to $3,000.

and Related 8- viggs

Thz progortion of 7.8 upcndxturcs attributed to spcc:al cducatnon as
oppoced 0 related servicii. was calculated for 46 States and ‘usular Areas
becuuse some States did nst provide data separat:ly for special education and
relaicd services.  The proportion of total expenditures designated as special

cducation expenditurss raisged from 40 percent to 96 _percent, Conversely;
cxpcndnturc., desisnated as spent for rclatcd services ranged from 4 to 60 percent:

About half «f th: Stétes previding data reported between 80-89 percent of the

total cxpc.(hturcs #rce for special education programs and 11 to 20 percent was

spent fer related services. The median proportion spent for special education was

84 p’c'ccntit’hc median proportion spent for related services was 16 percent.
Tzble 31 1eports the range of proportions reported.
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TABLE 30

Per Pupil Expenditiires for Special Ed+<ation
and Related Services

1982-83

Range of Expenditures S
(in dollars) Niu.nber of Statesg/

0- 500 0

(VS 3

500 - 1,000
1,000 - 1,500 6

1,500 - 2,000

o .]]

2,000 = 2,500 7
2,500 - 3,000 14
3,000 - 3,500 1
4,000 - 4,500 0
4,500 = 5,000 0
5,000 - 5,500 0

5,500 - 6,000 1

aZ Includes data from 50 States, D.C., Puerto Rico, Guam,
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs:
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~ Fer the States and Insular Areas, Federal sources funded bétween 348
percent a.id 73.13 percent of total expenditures for- special education and related

services.” Guam reported the highest proportion--73 percent;: Puerto Rico and

the Dn;‘n,ct of Columbia followed, reporting 29.45 percent and 20.77 percent,

respectively. The median proportion of expenditures funded by Federal sources

wa% 3895 percent.. The most typical proporticn, the modal proportion, was

etwien 8 an’? 9 percent. Table 32 summarizes the range of proportions réeported
‘Jy Seatec 2 § Insular Areas.

and Loca! Saurce:

,For the Qtatcs and ’.’irmar Areas chcral sources fundcd bctwccn lil

pcrccr\f and 75 percent 3 the expenditures for special edication only.4 Guam

reported the highest proportion, 75 percent. Puerto Rico. followed, rcportmg 255

perceat. For the btates and the District of Columbia; all percentages were at 18

percent or below. The median proportion for all respondents was 9.84; the modal
response was between 8 anc 9 percent,.

To determine the proporuon of cxpcndxturcs for. spcc:al cducatxon from State

sources, responses from States repoiiing expenditures from both State and local

sources were analyzed. Responses from unitary. _systems, i.e., Hawaii, the District

of Columbia, Puerto R;co, Guam, and the Burecau of Indian Affairs, and States

unable to separate expenditures from State and local sources were excluded.

Accordmg to_the information provided by 39 States, expenditures for special .

education from State sourccs ranged between 23. 36 and 88 38 percent. The median

proportion reported was 62.87; the tvpical proportion, the mode, was between 65

and 69 percent.

s Th:s rangc excludes pcrccntagcs rcportcd by Ncw Mc*uo and the Bur»au

of Indian Affairs. New Mexico did not participate in the EHA program during

school year 1982-83, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs is supported entirely by
Federal funds.

¢ This range cxcludcs pcrccntagcs reported by New Mexico and the Bureau

of Indian Affairs, which reported 0 percent and 100 percent of expenditures from

Federal sources.
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TABLE 31
_ Proportion of State Expenditures
for Special Education and Related Services

1982-83

Proportion of Total Expenditures

Special Education  Related Services Number of Statesa/

90-99 1-10 9
80-89 11-20 24
70-79 21-30 6
60-69 31-40 4
50-59 41-5¢ 2
40-49 51-60 1

2/ Includes data from 42 States, D.C,, Puerto Rico, Guam,
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
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TABLE 32

Proportion of Special Education
anc Related Services Expenditures
Funded by Federal Sources
as Reported by the States

1982-83

Range of Proportion Number of States?/

0- 1 1
2- 3 0

10- 11 5
12- 13 7
14 - 15 4
16 - 17 6
18+ 19 2
20 - 21 2
28 - 29 1
30 - 100 2

_______@/Includes data from 50 States, D.C, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs.




As in the analysns dcscnbmg spccxal cducatxon cxpcndxturcs funded by State

sources, the analysis descnbmg special education expenditures funded by local

sources included responses from States reporting expenditures from both State and

local sources; responses from unitary systems and States unable to separate

cxpcndxturcs from Statc and lccal sourccs were cxcludcd Informatnon from these

between 4 and 66 percent. The median response was 27.47 percent, the modal
response fell between 20 and 24 percent.

percent: of total cxpcndxturcs for rclated serv:ccs only Thc rcportcd median
proportion was 15.24 percent. Modal responses indicated the most typical Federal
proportion was between 5 and 9 percent.

To determine thc proportnon of cxpcndnturcs for related services from Statc

sources, mformatnon froni States that rcportcd expenditures from Statc and local

to the data provided by 39 States, expenditures for related scrvnccs from State
sources ranged between 11.95: percent and 86.23 percent. The median wroportion

reported was 49.5. The modal responses izdicated that the typical proportion

was between 65 and 69 percent.

As in the analysis describi: ig rclatcd services fundcd by Statc sourccs this

analysis included States that reported expenditures for related services from State

and local sources; unitary systems were excluded. Responses from these States
indicated that expenditures for related services from local sources ranged between

4 and 79 percent. The median proportion was 27 percent. The modal responses

indicated that the typical proportion was between 15 and 19 percent. = Thus,

States are contributing approximately equal proportions for special cducat:on and
related services, whereas local educational agencies are contributing
proportionately more for special education than related services.

5 This rangé includes responses from 4l States, the District of Columbia,
Puerto. Rico, Guam and the Bu.ecau of Indian Affairs. Percentages reported by
New Mexico and the Burcau of Indian Affairs, which reporied 0 percent and 100

percent of expenditures from Federal sources were excluded.
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Efforts to Assess and Assure ﬁhe Effectlveness of
Programs Eduecating Handicapped Children

Thc Educatnon of thc Handncappcd Act (EHA) Scctnon 60l(c) statcs four

State. and local cfforts to prov:dc frce appropnatc,pubhc, education to all

handicapped children and youth The Secretary continuously conducts such

assessments based on reviewing State plan applications,. momtonng of State

efforts to 1mplcmcnt the requirements of the Act, and cvaluatmg cducatnonal
programs. Similarly, State educational agencies in accordance with S=ction 614 of
the EHA réquire submission and review of applications from local educational
agencies or intermediate educational units which desir¢ to receive payments under
this Act: Further, the US. Education Department General Administrative

Regulations (EDGAR) 34 CFR 76.101 require that State educational agencies must
monitor and evaluatc such programs. This chapter reviews these Federal and
State efforts to assess and assure the effectiveness of the education of
handicapped children.

The chapter presents a description of Federal and State efforts to monitor

the development and implementation of policies and procedures tr provide all
handncappcd children a free appropnatc public education consisten. with EHA
requirements. The monitoring procedures and their findings provide =vidence of
the natjoﬁal,cffort being made to assess and assure the implementation of the
Act. The fcllc-ving section describes Federal and State efforts to evaluate
program impact and effectiveneéss, which compléemént theé monitoring efforts to
improve program quality:

Program Review

In ordcr to carry out thcnr rcspons:bnhty to assess and assure the
nmplcmcntatnon of a free appropriate public education for all hand:cappcd chxldrcn
Federal and State agencies have developed and refined program administrative
review procedures. These program compliance review procedures have been
instituted to assess and assure that policiés; procedures; and practices related to
the education of handicapped children are consistent with Federal and State
statutes . and regulations: This_section of the chapter describes. the Federal

procedures and fmdmgs associated with State plan review and compl ‘ace

monitoring. The section also describes the resuirs of State educational -::.ncy

effurts to assess and assure that State-operated and State-supported programs,
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local educational agency programs and intermediate cducational -agency programs

arc educating handicapped children consistent with Federal and State statutes and

regulations;

__The program review process has two parts-review of plans submitted by
States for their EHA-B State Grant Program funds, and monitoring to assure

adherence to State Plans. This section of the -report describes the new
procedures developed for submission and review of State Plans, and provides a

detailed description of OSEP’s revised comprehensive compliance review system.

The purpose of the OSEP review of State programs is to identify and correct

discrepancies between Federal statutory and regulatory requirements and State
plans, policies, procedures, and practice. -.Thus, the objective of OSEP’S réview

and monitoring activitiex 15 to determine compliance and remedy, if necessary, any
areas of noncompliance. These OSEP compliance activities are not designed to

identify and promote exemplary or promising practices. The discretionry
programs described in the previous chapter are the means by which new and
innovative practices are being developed, demonstrated, and disseminated:
Conscquently, this section provides a limited description of the .ational progress
being made to provide all handicapped children a frec appropriate public
cducation.  States have made significant advancements _in improving the
availability and quality of education for all handicapped children.  These

improvements have been documented in previous Annual Reports to Congress as
well as elsewhere in this report.

The issues identified by the OSEP review of State programs refléct a second

generation of problems which represent those mosi complex and resistant to
change.  In addition, States are being challenged to maintain adequate
documentation. The findings of Federal und State monitoring suggest that “the
corrective actions are most often a need for refining or expanding current
procedures and practice.

In the spring of 1986, OSEP began implementing a staggered State Plan

review schedule. The authority for this action is set out in Section 76.103 of the

Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), which states:

If the Sccretary determines that the 3-year State Plans under a

program should be submitted by the States on a staggered schedule, the
Secretary may require groups of States to submit or resubmit their

plans in different yeu-s.

To implement the staggered State Plan procedures, States were divided into three
150
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groups. Group I was approvcd for one year (FY 87), Group II for two years
(FY 87- 88), and Group_III for_ thrcc years (FY 87 89) Howcvcr subscqucnt State

more timely manner:

In order to ensure that States mamtam their cligibility for fundmg durmg
the conversion period, the foilowing requirements {or submission were met during
FY 86:

¢ Groups I and II - Each State submitted a letter indicating
thet the unchanged portions of its FY 84-86 State Plan are

as well as for FY. 88; if the Statc is in Group I

Amendments to the plan that wcre subscqucntly approvcd by

OSEP after the original plan was submitted could also be
incorporated by reference. Also, in submission letters, the
States (1) identified any changcs in its FY 84-86 plan that

were not préviously approved by OSEP and (2) attached
copies of the changes to the letter.

] Group III - Each State in Group III submitted a complete
State Plan package.

lﬁ&t momtonng vxsnt as. shown in “Table 33. In rcvxcwmg Statc plans subm:ttcd
by States during the past year OSEP found, as most common, the problems listed
in Table 34. Each of these problems is discussed below:

E&b&c mﬂmaama Thc EHA rcgulatxons rcquxrc Statcs to hold publxc

puhlxc In many cascs States failed to meet the pubhc hcarmg rcqmrcmcnt for

example, if only one hearing was conducted in a single location: This one hearing

could not meet the intent of the requirement, especially when large States were
mvolved It provcd dxffxcult for the publxc to makc substantxal vcrbal commcnt if

Many States submxttmg full plans were rcquxrccﬁ to hold more than one publxc
hearing to remedy this problem.

Time latch on duc process appeals. Several State Plans contained an

admxmétrhtwc provision allowing a time period to elapse after which parties to. a

due process hearing could no longer appeal the hearing decision. This provision

erfffectxvelv allowed the party ordered to implement the decision to - delay
1mplcmcntatnon of the hcarmg of ficer’s dec:s:on The child mvolvcd would be
protected from needless changes in placement or program until the time for
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appeal had passed. The pendency requirement always remains in place through a
judicial proceeding, but in this case it collapses after the time latch since the

parties to the hearing relinquish their right to appeal after the time has passed:

TABLE 33
Assignment of States to State Plan Submission Groups I-1il

Group I: Monitoring visits completed during 1984-86.3/

Delaware South Carolina Louisiana
Minnesota Kentucky California
Hawaii o Guam American Samoab/
Trust Territories Georgia Massachusetts
Texas Virgin Islands Indiana

Nevada Oklahoma Kansas

West Virginia Arkansas Maryland

Ohio Rhode Island

Group H: States to be monitored in schogl year 1986-87.

Vermoat Mississippi Maine
Nebraska Oregon Tennessee
Missouri New Jersey Alabama
Florida Colorado Alaska
Bureau of Indian A “zirs Pennsylvania Michigan

New Mexico

Group III: States to be monitored in school year 1987-88.

Iowa : Connecticut New York
District of Columbia Wyoming Wisconsin
Illinois North Dakota South Dakota
Virgicin Puerto Rico Washington
Idako ) Utah Arizona
New Hampshire Montana North Carolina
2/ Includes pilot visit of Delaware for development of new monitoring

procedures and technical assistance visits to Trust Territories, Guam,
Virgin Islands, and American Samoa to assess and promote the full
- implementation of EHA-B. o _
b/ American Samoa submitted a complete individual Staté Plan for FY 87-
89 subsequent to the visit.
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TABLE 34

Occurrence of Discrepancies in Review of 18 State Plans

Discrepancy Number of States

Public Participation 8
Latch on Due Process Appeals 4
Countmg Students without iﬁi’s 0
Counting Students in Categories not Consistént

with Federal Categories 0
Mediation as Barrier to Due Process i
Content of Notice to Parents 10
Monitoring Procedures 10
LRE Assurances 10

OSEP found that any time latch less than 30 d4ys was a violation of the EHA and
required States with a provision of less than 30 days $3 remove the procedure
from their Plan. In a few cases the time latch was iic:cased to meet the 30- déy

criterion. No problem was cited by OSEP if ¢ State’s latch extended beyond a
30-day pcriod:

'p”ri’o’i- 'cO'ii’di'tidii to gidntiiig a due ijroccss hcarmg The rcqunrcmcnt of

must be rcmovcd i‘rom a Sta;cs Plan. A few States offer the opportunity for a
parent to elect mediation as a way of settling a disagreecment. OSEP sees the use
of mediation as a benefit to parents and children with handicapping conditions,
however, States must be careful that mediation is not a condition of the right to

a due process hearing.

- lnggns istent categories of hangnggp . ~hildren: States have been given the

opportunity to name or designate cat\_,unes of handicapped children with
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appropriate discretion. This leads to categories of handicapped children which on

their face do not appear consistent with the Federal categories. In reviewing
these categories for comsistency; plan reviewers in OSEP found inconsistencies
with Federal regulations. Examples include the use of a category for pregnant
teenagers, delinquent adolescents, and socially maladjusted children. These

inconsistent categories were removed from State Plans.

. nitoring procedures. Each State must develop monitoring prccedures to
ensure that LEAs are in compliance with specific requirements of the Act. In
many cases reviews of these procediires found that many requirecments of the EHA
were not monitored. In some cases; States found noncompliance, but did not take
action to ensure compliance. The OSEP review identified the deficiencies in the

monitoring procedures, and the States then made the adjustment.

- LRE assurances. OSEP isviews yiclded information that States were unable
to furnish the appropriate assirances, through the policies and procedures found
in LEAs, that children with handicapping conditions could be ensured placemert in
the least restrictive environment. The necessary changes in Plans wéré add ressed
by the States.

. Defective | notice. As OSEP reviewed the content of notice to parents
it was found that States in some instances were unable to furnish parenits with
adequate notice. In some cases the notice was incomplete because ii omitted

portions of the requirements in the regulations for EHA; in other cases the notice
itself was not clear:

ounting ¢ - In_some reviews of State Plans it was
noted that children would be counted vefore an IEP was developed. In these
situations children were counted under EHA, had evaluations performed by
qualified professionals, but IEP mectings had not been conducted by the public

agency.  Serving children with handicapping conditions without an IEP s

inconsistent with EHA since children cannot receive special education and related

services and be counted under EHA, unless they have an IEP.

During school years 1984-86, OSERS implemented a substantially revised and

improved OSEP monitoring system related to EHA-B and States’ implementation of
other relevant Federal acts. This refinement of OSEP procedures is the basis for

significant improvements in monitoring techniques and approaches. Although the
new system is_not fully operational, it was field tested in _Delaware, and
implemented in May 1985. OSEP has monitored the 18 States listed in Table 35.
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cription revj em. The authority
for OSEP compliance monitoring activities is contained in two Federal provisions:
Section 616 of the EHA-B and 74.85 of EDGAR. OSEP’s mechanism for
determining SEA compliance with_all Federal provisions and with the content of
an_approved State Plan is its Comprehensive Compliance Monitoring System:

Section 616(a) of the EHA-B requires the Department to withhold fuuds if the

chrcta:y. "finds (1) that there has been a failure to comply substantially with

any provision of Section 612 or Section 613, or (2) that in the administration of

the State Plan there is a failure (by a State) to comply with any provision.. or
with any requirements set forth in the application of a local educational agency
or intermediate cducat:onal entity approved by the State educational agency
pursuant to the State Plan...

every 3 years) program administrative reviews. _ ‘AS rcdcs:gncd OSEP

compliance. monitoring activities now_ emphasize the ongoing collection; review,

and analysis of information to ensure full implementation of Federal requirements

at the_ State and local level.. The comphahcc monitoring system emphasizes

structured interaction with each SEA and is implemented tarough five components

of OSEP’s Comprehensive Compliance Mouitoring Syct~=: The five components

are:
o Annual Performance Reports and Data Review;
®  State Plan Review and Approval;
e  Comprchensive Compliance Review;
™ Verification of Corrective Action Plan Implementation; and

Specific Compliance Review.

A description of how each of the components in OSEP's Comprehensive
Compliance Momtormg System is used to review SEA compliance with applicable

Federal requirements is provided below.

pcrformancc rcports submiited by SEAs and other information readily available to

OSEP. . SEAs are required each year to submit to OSEP several types of

information concermng the ava:labxhty of spcc:al cducation programs within thc
State, including the numbers of children receiving special education and related
services, exiting from special education, and pliaced in differing educational
settings. Other required -information includes: estimates of the anticipated
transitional services needed for children exiting school, an identification of the

types of personnel currently employed and needed, a description of services

needing improvement, and an analysis of the cxpcnd:turcs of State and local funds
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TABLE 35
States Monitored Since May 1985

State Monitoring Dates

South Carolina
Louisiana
Minnesota
Kentucky
California
Ha

Indiana
Kansas
Georgia
Arkansas
Ohio
Maryland
Massachusetts
West Vifgiﬁié
Oklahoma
Texas

Nevada

Rhode Island

May 6-10, 1985

July 8-12, 1985
August 19-23, 1985
September 19-27; 1985
September 15-28; 1985
November 18-22, 1985
December 9-13, 1985
January 13:17, 1986
January 21-24, 1986
February 3-7, 1986
March 10-14, 1986
March 23-28, 1986
March 31-April 4, 1986
April 14-19, 1986
April 20:25, 1986

June 2-6, 1986
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

on special education: Informatior. {rom other surveys; su chiaisi those conducted by

the Office for Civil. R:ghts and the JXffice of Adult and Vocational Education, is

also. used. By exammmg these data, OSEP is able to screen for potential

compliance related issues, and to assist States in improving their own information

systems for similar use in screening local and intermediate e ucational unit
program performance.

_This information is used to analyze individual State performance and national
trends- regarding the -nature and status of special education and relaied services
available for all children with handicaps. While_this information is not used s a

basis for determination of compliance, it is used to identify trends which may

reflect problems in the implementation of Federal requirements:;

Com Q[;h;ngwg Compliance Review. . Ttte"on site comprehensxve review of

SEA admxmstratxon of EHA -B every three years is the most extensive component

of OSEP’s program review system. A comprehensive compliance review includes

an on-site visit to the SEA and on-site visits 10 seclected educationai programs
within the State. The review examines all applicable State polncnes and
procedures designed to implement Federal requirements.

The comprehenesve romplnancc review process is compnsed of six actnvmcs

1. Selr ion of S&As to be momtcrcd SEAs are. selected on the

ba: of _when  they were last. visited, their compliance

hist.  ,, complaints filed with either OSEP or OCR, and

information already collected by the U.S. Department of
Education. Sources of existing information include OSEP
child count data, OCR surveys; and vocational education data
submitted to the Department. Ongoing procedures ensure

eéffective communication with concerned parent and advocacy
organizations:

2.  Development of OSEP monitoring plans. - A compliance
monitoring plan for each State is developed using exi’sti'n'g

information. The plan includes (a) an._off-site review of
information; _ (b) __a __compliap:e _assecsment. based on
documentation. submnttcd by the SEA (c) an 1dent1f.cat10n of

compliancs requirements in neea of further review: (d) a
specific plan for the acquisition of information nceded to
establish SEA ¢« ‘npliance/noncompliance - with relevant
requirements; {(e) a list of sites to be visited; (f) a tentative
agenda for the on-site (and remaining oft-site) phase of the

review; and (g) projected timelines for completion of review

with appropriate milestones.

icview of information. During the onssite review, an
Oth monitoring team uses standard g¢rocedures and
instruments to (a) obtain information from parents and
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or local school system; (b} interview appropriate staff:
(c) review files and records using file extraction formats; and
(¢} obtain input from appropriate service providers (Statc

schools, other Ciate agencies and LEAs), where necessary.

4. Compliance assessment. During the compliance assessment
phase, an OSEP monitoring team reviews and analyzes all
information and clarifications obtained prior to and during

the site visit to assess compliance with Federal requirements.

5. Issuance of a compliance monitoring report. The report of

cack compliance monitoring review  is prepared based on a
standard format structured to address the areas of SEA
administrative responsibility. The report includes a specific
citation for any. identified deficiency: The report also

specifically describes the documentation reviewed, summarizes
the facts discovered; and stipulates required corrective
actions:

6.  Development of a corrective action plan. If noncompliance is
determined, a corrective action plan_is developed by each
SEA after receipt of the compliance monitoring report. This
report includes; at a minimum: (a) a description of steps to

Le taken: by the SEA to correct deficiencics; (b) a timeline
for completion of all steps; (c) an identification of any item

nceding_clarification; and (d) a detailed description of the
documentation to be submitted verifying completion of the

correction of deficiencies.

. .. Follow-up Verification and Sy orrective Action Plan.  The
procedures . of this component are designed to ~nsure that all agreed-upon

corrective actions are implemented and that the tcchnical support which OSEP
agrees to provide is delivered. Follow-up verification and support can occur & a
result of any one of the four compliance review components listed above.

... The specific compliance review is focused on

those SEA administrative responsibilities which have been identified for indepth
analysis by OSEP on the bacis of compliance history, State Plan review, OCR and

OSEP complaints; or analysis of annual data and performance report information
This__component of the compliance review system may also be used to resolve
problems which States have identified as pressing. These reviews emphasize
ongoing comrmunication and -may include State visits by _OSEP staff or
consultations with State officials in Washington to discuss ongoing problems,
negotiate solutions, 2nd agree on_correéctive action plans. In instances where a
problem requires more intensive data collection; a specific compliance review may

include on-site investigations at the State and local levels.
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more r‘qunrrmcnts in several Statcs at_the same txmc Ifa rcquxrcmcnt or set of

requirements is identified as an issue w’ ich arises in many States, it may be

advantageous to review thc rnplcn-cx-.:xrmﬂ of this rcqunremcnt in more than one

State.  In such cases, trends may bc i ‘.utified which will allow for intensive

ass:gftaﬁncc to States on that specific | iz or a review of existing policy and
practice. thn a -.scific compliance review cuts across several Staies; the
review will be more intensive and may; tlierefore, require a review of programs at

the local level.

Iev ;g s Thc Dnvmor of Assistance to

States has complctcd 18. Comprchens:yc Gomplxance Review site visits and analyzed

the results. = The findings are summarized in Table 36. The table presents the

frequency af noncompliance findings ‘~ith EHA.B requirements . .ich were

identified as a_ result cf OSEP monitoring. As indicated, on the basi- of IR

compliance reviews, there are continning problems in the area of SEA mo... .oring,

genc:al supervision, and least restrictive environment. In addition, thé comglaint
review process and the development of a Comprehensive System of Personnel

Developiaent (CSPD) are problem areas. These frequently cit. ! findings o1
noncompliance with EHA-B requiremeiits are discussed below.

V'Vﬂii'r_iii_ig;;,, EaCh State lS responqblé fO!' thc

S,L N :Z’!L,,ﬁ,{inj:’ ing. Each

~doption_and_use¢ _.. proper methods for. the monitoring of =zgencies, institutions,

and organizations . in the State providing education to children who are

handxi:appcd and receiving funds under EHA-B. - The Comprchcns:vc Comphancc

Review . fmdmgs indicate that Statcs havc nclthcr adoptcd nc- out into use

.aonitoring procedures sufficient to identify deficiencies in the adm aistration of
special educatica programs within a State.

Sta(e departncnts of cducatlon reviewed wcrc tound to have s:gmf:cant

deficiencies in proceC. ves for collecting or analyzing information sufficient to

identify a responsible agency’s failure to comply with the legal requirements of

EHA-B.. While many of these deficiencies related to the capacity to monitor local

ecucational agencies, there were also problems with the monitoring of other public

agencies (such as a State Department of Human Resources) and private schools
rcSponSIblc for the education of handicapped children.

In addmon, Statcs, for thc most part had madequate polnc:es or procedures

for _systematically obtaining and reviewing other information relevant to

comphancc determmatlons _ This included accessing sources such as complaint
files, hearing and court files and decisions, and evaluation and performance

reports. In some cases, SEAs did not majntain documentation of monitoring and

compliance activitiés in a retrievable or complete manner.
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Furthcr OSEP xound that proccdurcs to assure that program dctrcrcncxcs

identified through SEA momtormg are corrected were inadequate. This has

resulted in some instanceés in inadequate. .implementation of States’ existing

enforcement autioority to the degree ne: -essary to assure that agcncxcs comply

with SEA corrective orders and with all applizable legal responsibilities.

SEA corrccuvc ordcrs in some cases were not specific enough to make clear

what _corrective actions must be taken. Corrcspondmgly, corrective action plans

in response to such orders typxcally contamcd assurances that a violation would

be corrected rather than an explanation of the presi.e steps raeded for correction
of the deficicncy. A related deficichcv found ir certais staies was that no
hearing mechanism existed for LEAs wiih identified deficiencies io chalicngﬁcisfd,}fs

findings (as required by 34 CFR Section 0. 1941(a)). LEAs :an rejnes: 2 hearing
if a State withholds.

TABLE 36

Frequency of Nonrcr*:phance wnh EHA-B Requirements

Identifiea in 18 Compliance Revi ws®/

rercent of

3 o -Number of States Cited
Requirement/Element States Cited (n=18)
State Educational Agency Monitoring 18 100
LEA Applications 15 83
Complaint Management 12 67
Gener:l Supervision 15 83
Due Process and Procedural Saféguards 17 94
Child Count 10 56
Program Evaluation ) 4 22
Least Restrictive Environment 18 100
Surrogate Parents 8 44
Comprehensive System of Personnel ) N
-Development (CSPD) 6 33
Administration of Funds H 61
Confidentiality - 3 22
Individualized Education Program 17 94
Student Evaluation 4 22
Private Schools 2 1

a/ Data .are bascd on draft rcports and may be adjusted when thc reports

become final after OSEP review of State comments on findings. The nature

of noncompliance issues in each category varies widely across States. Pléase
refer to the text for cxplanatnon
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In an eftort to correct the preblems found in the area of 3FA meaitoring,

bSE? has required (hat each of t-c States involved develop . ' procedures
for determining whether educati | programs under its jurisdi - .cr children
who are handicapped meet Statc standards as well as EHa-g and EDGAR

requirements. - This includes; as necessary, written procedures that will result in
corrective action plans that ha:  a_dctailed description of specific action- to be
teken, revised monitoring procedures and instruments, written procedures which

ensure the collection, analysis and maintenance of relevant information, adequate

hearing procedures; and so on:. In.order to ascertain that the deficiencies in
ijio;ﬂi;tdri,rig,iii-ééédtii;cgihggc been corrected, at appropriate times during FY 87,

OSEP will review a sample of monitoring files or reports resulting from a State’s

revised procedures.

- .EA applicatio SEAs are responsible for developing procedures that LEAs
(and other public agencies in the Staté that provide educational ssrvices fto
children who are handicapped) must follow when submitting applications for EHA-
B funds. In addition; an SEA’s procsdures must include consideration o” any due

process heariog decisions adverse to an applicant and 2ny previous ac.ions to
withhold funds from an applicant for failing to comply with a program

_the spec:ii problems differed
from State 1o State, every State progra=a monitored during the year had one

... The € £P monitoring teams found a variety of probleiss in the SEA review
and approv:i process for LEA applications. While the speciiic pr

problem or ansther with these requirements. Some States had the fundamental
problem of not adequately informing. eligible applicants of how to obtain EHA-B
funds or of not reasonabiy informing them of all_the Federal icquirements that

must be satisfied beforz an SEA can approve an application for EHA-B funds.

Some States lacked written procedu- ;5 or had inadequate written procedures

for evaluating LEA applications. Consequently, in certain instances States had no
formal criteria for evaluating these applications, nor could they inforin LEAS of

the criteria that would be applied in the review of the applications. Thus; most
review processes lacked one or more of these components: (1) a procedure for
determining that cach applicant meets each requirement of _applicable law; (2) a
procedure for considering adverse due process decisions: and (3) 2 procedure for
considering previous decisions to withhold funds for failure to comply with a
requirement.. As a result, a sampling of LEA applications by the OSEP monitoring
teams revealed many applications in which an applicant failed to meet the
requirements set forth in the EHA-B regulations.

_Correcting these deficiencies required the States to develop procedures or

amend current procedures. Further, States were required to review previously
apprcved applications in -order to determine which applications were approved

although failing to meet Federal requirements and; as necessary, to ask grantees
to amend their: applications to conform to the requirements as defined in the

revised application procedures:
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OSEP’s monitoring of corrective actions included, (1) reéviewing the
comprchcns:vcncss and explicitness of _the SEA’s revised application procedures;

making sure that each SEA provided apphcants with these revised proccdurcs and

(2) cxammxng a samplc of the f:rst group of apphcatnons or amended apphcat:ons

approved under an SEAs rcwscd pro. -edures to make sure that these applications
meet all of the Federal requirements.

1§ vnolatmg a I-cdcral a0 utc or rcgulatxon apphcablc to ,pccval cducatnon

programs in the- State. The OSEP monitoring teams found a broad spectrum of
ways in which States meet this requirement.  Those States monitored during this
past year w:’-¢ about evenly divided among those with nu identifiéd problems in

their comp -<int management systems; tkase with minor or easily remedied
problems; and those with Sighiﬁcant problems:

Among thc problcms found in some Statcs complaxnt manzgcmcnt procedures

is a difficulty ia olhering to the 60-day timc limit for investigating and resolving

a complaint. ’;‘; -1 ie cases, the State did not inform thc complainu=t of the 60-
day rule ap’ ;"*-?;: to the complaint process. (Thz regulations at 34 CFR

Section 76.784..> « . allow for an extensicn of the time limit based on
"exceptional circumctznces” tut there was no ..gnifica: - locuinentation that States
had defined "excéptional circumstances” and that delay: beyond the 60-day limit
were actually the result of circumstiances that could be called " vceptical®)

Anothcr prv%s:em in some States arises from the fact that Federal re*v"ations
requ:rc that a complamt must be in Wntmg, 31gncd and contain a statc"ncnt that
a State or subgrantee has violated a statute or regulation and the alleged facts
ofi which the statement is based. Some SEAS did not inform complainants of
these requirements and -did not act on complaints lacking on¢ of these elements:

For example; a complamt that was otherwise sufficient bat. lacking a signature

would not be mvcstngatcd the complainant would not be informed that a signature

was required and --i: preventing action on the complaint. Some States also failed
to inform complainants of the right to appeal the decision of a State on a
complaint to the Secretary of Education.

There were instances where an GSEP momtormg tcam found that a Statc

lacked written. complaint management procedures aad, in fact, was doing very

little to implement a éomplaint management system. In those instances OSEP has

given the State 3 hrief pcnod of time to remedy the shortcomings and submit
documentation. Fowever, in most cases, corrective actions required States to

improve the proress by more thoroughly informing  complainants about  the
reguirements and rights related to a complaint and édhéiiﬁg to thz 60-day time

limits for mvestxgatme and _resolving complanmst Fhe effcitiveness . of thcse
improvements will be measured by reviewing complaint files, reviewing

documentation to ascertain that all of the needed mformatnon has been

transmitted, and determining whether the time requirement was met.
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Each SEA is rcspons:blc for ensuring that all

educational programs admm stzred within the State for children with h~ndicaps

are under thc general supcrvns:on of thc persons responsnblc for spccnal education

programs m the SEA and mect the educatlon stand:rds established by the SEA.
This includes each program admmlstcrcd by any ot _:r public agency within the
Stzte. Each SEA is further required to ensure that it and all other public

agencies within the State receiving EHA-B funds retain for at least 5 years, any

record needed to demonstrate that these general supervision requirements are
being mct.

Most of thc Statcs monhorcd dxd not fully meet the gcncr.‘l supcrv:smn

requirements. Some SEAs had no policy on retention of records for the requisite

five-year period; either for the SEA itself or for the SEA's subgrantees. Some

States had particular ~roblems documenting the general supervision of 2 particular

type of institution; such as a special schoo. or mtcrmcdiatc urit, as opposed to

an LEA. Some States nad particular dif ﬁculty in demonstrating that a method

cxxsts for dxsscmmatmg mformauon on spec 4[ cducauon program requirements and

‘The corrective actions rcqncd by OSEP in rcsponsc to the deficiencies
noted varied depending on the extent of the probiem within a State. Ir soms

States, it. was_eniy necessary to ask for an lmpr,.cd plan for the retention of

records and . the disseinination of pertmcnt infurmation related to State aad

Federal program standards. In other States, the dev. ~fopment and imni.mentation

of a more elaborate document was necessary; .including procedur:s mnot only for

the retention of records and the  disseminatien of information: but also for

clarifying that the SEA has been given specific authority for general supervision

of spzcial edrcation services within the State. This extends to the authority to
correct deficiencies and enforce legal obligations in relation to other public

agencies in the Swate:
¢

Each SEA is rcspons:blc for. cnsurmg that

D.EL.Q.LL&CSS nﬂ._;tmc_c_d_ur ! S

it and each pubdlic agen:y within the State providing educational services.to

chxldrcn hvxth handxcaps establish and implement procedural safeguards which meet

the 'cqulrcments of Federal ‘aw. Most of the States visited have claborate

systems of procedural safcguér'darm place i1 response to the duc process

requirements of EHA-B. In most States, significant parts of thesz systems were

functioning in a manner consistent with pnoccdural safcguard prov1510ns of EHA-B,

but due to the complex nature of these requirements, most States had deficiencies

in one or more aspects of their procedures:

_ For cxamplc some. States were dcf:cxcnt in transmitting hcanng fmdmgs and
decisions to the §° 4dv:sorv Panel as required by EHA-B. Another State failed

to adequately der.  rate the urpartxahty of officials revie~ ‘ing hcarings on

appeal. Some others {ell shori in kaving time limits which .-ere too short to

allow parties to a hearing to adequately exercis¢e their rights 7(jlor example, a 10-

day time limit for appcaling a hearing decision when the rcprodur'tlon of the
hearing record could not be accomplished in much less than 30 days).
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In a number of Statcs therc wcrc probiems w:th thc o quacy of the notices

and other mformat:on on due process rights being given 10 parcqtc One State
coul(‘ not docuant that required notices prior to evaluation ¢r placement were
always given or that, in cases waere there were notices given; they contained the
required explénatibh of all procedural safeguzrds available to parents.

range, but no single prob"m Was prevaient: Othcr problerﬁs 1dcnt1fled in one or

more Statcs mcluded fz' ‘ng to mform parcnts of trcc or low cost lcgal or ot .er

hgarmg or opcr.mg the 7hcarmg to the pubhc, not ass:gmng surrogate parcnts in
all of the situations where a surrogate ijai-i:nt is called for _not assunng thc

impartiality of hearing officers; appeals review officer;. surrogate parents;

failure to guarantee that during the. pcndcncy of any admmxstratxvc or judicial

proceeding, the chzld involved remains  in his or her . currcnt educat:onal

placenient; not =~ -iv? "g the appcals review officer ‘o examine the entire hcarmg

record (limit’ ‘ew o the written findings of fact and th: decision); or
allowing the ¢ school officer io make a final determination on an
appeal.

As necessary; Statcs, wcrc, rcqu:rcd '<, modny or,rcvxsc thosc parts of thc
i'i:giilﬁtibns 6i' bi’bt:édiii’éi thét WEEE ti6i CdﬁSistéhi Wiih -,.{A B Thcy were. alse

safcguards Bad been mf’ormcd of the changc In a fcw cases, SEAs bvcrc asked to

develop manuals to assist other agencies in implementing the more major =qd

complicated changes:

of Educat:on by thc first da  of Fcbruary of each ycar the numbcr of children
with handicaps, ages three t..-ough 21, who are receiving special education and
related services. This report ust be compiled and submitted in accordance with
Federal requirements:

In order for a child to be counted by a State

1. the child must have a hand:cappmg condition as dcfmcd by EHA-B; and

2. a pubhc agcncy must be provndmg the ch:ld with special

education services.

Without these elements, a child should not be included in a State’s child
count. In_addition; children counted under certain other Federal prograrrls"should

not- also bé counted for EHA-B purposes:  Consequently, a State must have
verification procedures to document that the EHA-B child count is accurate. The
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“cruratc chxld cwnts thlc there was lxttlc cvndcncc that thcrc were substant:al

inaccuracies in the counts being made by the various States, less than a majority
of the States monitored had adequate verificition procedures to document the
accuracy of the annual counts.

In some Statcs the SEA was ass;stcd in its vcnfxcatlon actht:cs by LEAs

6i',1ndcpcndcnt auditors. In some of those instances, the SEA could not

demonstrate that it was aware of the methodology being used by the LEAs or

independent_auditors to verify the child count data. Irn cther iastances; SEAs had
established procedures for the verification of child cotint data;, but couvld not
document that these procedures were, in fact, being uscd by other agencies as
r'cq'uir'cd.

count proccdurcs In a few Statcs whcrc the monitoring results suggested a
poss:bxltty that a Statcs ch:ld count ccntamcd substantnal crrors (such as

co:xntmg children with multiple handicaps under mecré than one. catcgory of

handicapping condition), the State has been askcd t: do more than bring child

count and verification procedures up to Federal & ansrds;  In those States, the

new procedures will be applied retroactively to the .. - » tnree most recent child

counts. If any instances of erroncous recsipt of E?‘“, {unds are disclosed, the

SEA involved will be asked to remit the overpayment te the US. Department of
7.ducation.

B_[Q_ggaln ;valgang n.. Each Statc is rcsponsnblc for the adoption and use of

proccdurcs to evaluate, annually, the cffectiveness of programs in meeting the

needs of handicapped children, mcludmg the cvaluatxon of the individualized

education programs (IEPs) dcvclopcd for each child. The monitoring teams did

not find significant deficiencies in this area in most of the States visited.

A few Statcs dxd have problems that required corrective action: =  For

example, deficiencies included: no written procedures to evaluate the cifectiveness

of programs; no. assignment of responsibility for the evaluation activities to any

office or individual: no use of _monitoring information as 4 data source for

evaluation activities; no stated bas:s for selecting the numbers and types of

programs to be evaluated; and no ci~hange of the information with affected

agcfncch’ State officials, or affectea parents in order to facilitate the

improvemeni of programs.

Each Statc 1s rcspons:blc for enSurmg ths:

cach pubhc agency scrvmg students who are hand:cappcd establishes and

implements procedures that meet the Federal requirements for educating those

students in the least restrictive environment (LRE) There are. many aspecte o

LRE A primary requirement is to educate, to the maximum extent 'zpproptjxatc

chxldrcn who are handicapped with children.who are nc¢ handxcappcd This means

that the removal of children who are handicapped from the rcgular sducational
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cnvnronmcnt occurs only thn the naturc of a child’s handncap is such that
ediucation in regular classrooms (with supporting services) cannot be accomplished.

Bascd on sxtc vnsxts conductcd by OSEP monntonng tcams virt’uaiiy every

problcms are Statewide and cvxdcncc leads to the conclusion that Statcs havc

neither established nor implemented procedures to ensure the removal of children

who are handicapped from the regular educational environment is justified.

.~ These States iiave not developed poiicics and procedures sctting forth
standards public agencieés are to use to assure that; to the maximum extent

appropriate; children who are handncappcd are educated with chlldrcn who are not

handxcappcd As a result, there are no corrcspondnng standards that pubhc

agencies are to use to document and Justnfy placements in rcstnctnvc cducatnonal
environments. Also, LEA applications are approved that do not indicate that
removal of stucdsnts who are handicapped from regular to segregated educational
Sbttiﬁgi will be documcented and justified.

o RcV1cWS of some individual studcnt records in these States revealed a
snbstantnm iack of information that LRE is considered bcforc a placement 1s made
m a more. rcsti:ctu'c sr*mng To thc contra y, it is possxblc to concludc tha:

admxnxstratvve corvenience. In some cascé it appears that a placement ha: been

detcrmined prior to the development of a complete individualized educatic..
prog:am (IEP).

Eack public agency in a State providing educational services to children who
are nandic.pped is required by EHA-B regilations to make available a corntinium
of altexnative placements to meet the individual needs »f these children. Because
of deficieacie; such- as those cited in the previous paragraphs; monitoring teams
found that in some States, a child’s placement depended on what LEA was making
the placement. Where children with a certain handicapping coficition in one LEA

might be placcd in a variety of settings in accordance with indivic-al asscssmcnts,

children in znother LEA might automatically be assngncd tc onc placement in

wkich al! ch::iren with that handicapping condition in that LEA are assigned.

F.. :mnortant coronary of th" LRE 'cquncmcm is that chxldrcn who are
handxcappcd should participate with chlld[cn who are not handicapped in
ncpacademic 2nd extracurricular Serv:ces and activiices, to the maximum extent
appropnatc to a-ckild’s nceds. Given the other findings made in regard to LRE;

it is 7ot surp:ising that many cares were also found wiv.c chlldren were placed

in .aere restiictive scttlngs thhil.‘t“ or nu concer:r ziven to the section of
sgulatiors dealing with nonacademic and extracurricular acrivities:

th‘ the evient of LRF proanI e e rols Yraee 1o Statc (for cxamplc

in cne Si~te the nrobl ns_ :ugh' Be . A% f.w wut. € State; While in anoiler
State som: LEAs wight b ma! ap s gv w o Eeie iy ot o the LRE reqairements
in shary ccptrasi to ~tler wkes in the sov ° . <hs magnitude of the

deficiancics was substar. 4' iL My cases 5 -3 Lchiae. 5 3oiskly nor or as easily
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remedied as most ¢’ :sz deficiencies discussed in other topic area: included -

ihis_ summary of the OSEP monitoring findings. _Consequently, -he correctit :
actions initiatcd by OSEP in response to these LRE findings anticipated tha:
States would need to irvest considerable effort over a longer period of time than

would be necessary for most of the corrective actions required in other arcas

Not only arc States being required to develop detailed policies and

procedures for public agencics to implement the LRE requirements, but they are
being asked to take the steps necessary to emsure that all other affected public
agencics understand these requirements. For some of these other agencies, this

will require significant changes in present practices to eliminate deficiencies such
as

e placing children in restrictive settings without documentation
or justification;

o . making placement decisions on other than an individualized
basis after completing a valid 1EP;

¢ making placement decisions on:

- a cusegorical basis, o

- the basis of available service delivery systens,

- the basis of available related services; :
- the basis of available space at a particular facii‘iy; and
- other bases not giving consideration to the ind:ividual

needs of a child and the LRE requirements;

° féil’ur?fj'o: provide the continuum of alternative placements that

provides for enough options to meet the LRE requirement; and
e failure to include in applications for EHA-B funds the policies
and procedures to be employed to provide LRE to each child.

OSEP will not only be reviewing each State’s amended LRE policies and
procedures; but also the materials to be used for providing technical assistance to
other agencies to inform appropriate personnel how to implement LRE

responsibilitics. Each State will also be required to submit a written assurance

that all appropriate personnel within that State have received the required
information.

- As a result of this process, OSEP :aticip~tes that a significant numbeér of

IEPs will be revised and that changes in placem. it to less restrictive settings will
result.  OSEP will require that the States ‘nvolved submit reports delineating
these activiiies, broken down by category of handicapping condition, typs of
placement, age of the child; and ihe public agency responsible. By reviewing this
information OSEP should be able to determine if the corrective acticns have been

effective and what, if any, additional action is required.
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* S;_i?’;”; parents. . EHA-B rcgulatxons require that 2 piiBIic agcncy

respons:bie for the educatxon of a handxcapped child assrgn an mdxvxdual to act as

a surrogate for the pareats of the child when needed. A surrogate parent is
needed when the child’s parent cannot be identified; where the public agency;
after _reasonable efforts, cannot discover the whereabouts of a parent; or where
the child is a ward . f the State. A surrogate parent must have no interest that

conflicts with the child’s interest and have the knowledge and skills to adequately

represen: the child.

In a substantial number of the States monitored, no significant deficiericies

were frund in the svstem of assigning surrogaate parents to those cHildren
needing onc. In those States where problems were discovered in this zrea, the
most common problem was the failure to assure that individuals selected as

surrogate parents had no conflict of interest and were not employees of any

public agency which was involved in the education or care of the child =“ich

they represent. In one_ instance; it was also found that a State, althougk ‘».‘ mg

a policy requiring a surrogate parent to each child that nceds one, hai no

procedures for dctcrmmmg whether a surrogatc parent is needed, in add: '1 ‘0 to

lacking a method for selecting surrogate parents in accordance with the an.!:.-®la
criteris.

~ Except in the one case noted abovc, OSEP's corractive actions have ! .-
lxmttcd to requiring a few States to amend surrogaté parent regulations to prcvcn
(hc appc: ntmcnt of mdnxduals proscnbcd by chcral ngulatxons _.Where _more

nccdcd wnttcn pm.cdurcs eubmxt them to QSEP for approval; dxssemmatc the

approvcd precedures to each pubhv. agcncy in_ the Statc “and provide technical

fxgﬁaﬁl[g,”t[xgﬂsfﬁk will submit a written assurance that each child needing a

surrogate parent has had one appointed who meets the Federal requirements for a
surrogate parent.

Each SEA is rccﬂonsxblc

for conducting _an annual needs assessment to dctcrmmc whether a sefiicient

number of qualified personnel are availabie in the State; Based on thc results of

the nceds assessment, the SEA is expected to initiate inservice personnel

cweloprent programs.

_ Given the growth of special education Services since the passage of EHA-B
and the nationwide shortage of traiued special education rersonrel;. théﬁi:)@i’édfii‘iﬁé}
developmen: system 18 a central Eﬁiéfpj’iééifﬁtiijiﬁ)@iﬁiss{kéﬁ7 OSEP. monitoring

teamas fourd that most SEAs were making a major effort in the area of personnel

development and having considerable success in meeting the challenge of
developing and upgrading the skills of persons providing special education and
related services to handicapped children.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Considering the substantial need to train special education service delivery

personnel in mosi States, it would not be reasonable to expect that 2ny State
would have a comprehensive system for personnel development that could not be
improved.. However, it was encouraging that many States appear to be doing a

sufficiently credible job that maJor corrective action was not required in those
States as a result of monitoring visits:

hcrc were some cxamples whcrc a State dxd not updatc its needs assessment
annuully as rcqulrcd It was, thcrcforc not clear if those SEAs were directing
their training efforts toward the areas that were currently of grcatcst need.

Otr:r  deficiencies encountered included instances where inservice training

ex: dcd certain groups (e.g., non-teaching profcsSxonals and parcnts) cven though

th: w2eds assessment indicated that these groups were often the most in need of

trz:»ing; where support for inservice activities had been rccogmzably Limited to a

le- ! that could not result in a sufficient level of training taking place; where

thffe was a lack of appropriate incentives to ensure participation by those in
nced of training; and, where there were no procedures for evaluatir: the
vifectiveness of the inservice training in meeting the State’s personnel
development ObjcCtiVCS.

It was also found that some States had no mcchamsm for iden:ifying

promsmg cdus.‘.tlonal practlccs and matchals MOreovcr therc was no mcchamsm

, Whllc thc degree of progress in nmplcmcntmg the comprehensive system of

pcrsonncl dcvclopmcnt has bccn cncourﬁging m some Statcs OSEP did require

Requiring States to be more. ass:duous in complctmg the annual nccds assessment

was the p'chmmary step. Other requests for corrective action in th{s arca were
specific to the particular problems uncovered in a given State. While many of the
needed improvements can be accomplished admmlstrat-vcly, by amcndmg polncncs

and procedures and lmplcmcntmg those modifications, the effectiveness of these

changes can only be measured over one or two school years as these changes

affect the inservice training activities. Therefore, OSEP has allowed up to a yéar

for some States to submit a report documcntmg what changes have resulted from

implementation of the new policies and procedures.

Ad’rm iiiis'ti'a"ti’gﬁ Qf Funds: Each State has certain responsibilities in the

Eéﬁdiiﬁé of EHA-B funds. In general, the requirements are aimed at ensuring

that EHA-B funds are used only for educational programs Serving children who
are handxcappcd Thxs mcludcs _procedures to document that ¢ach recipient of

EHA B funds maintains records that show the funds received, how the funds are

used, the total costs of the funded program, and the share of those costs funded

from other sources. (These records are rciained by each recipient for a period of

5 years.) The SEA is also responsible for approving, on an annual basis, all
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requests made by LEAs for us:z of an indiréct cost raté in accordance with
applicable cost accounting proccdurc‘

Liice e ncccssary accr~unt1ng pxocedurcs tb documcnt that they are usmg EHA-B

fonds properly. There are some problems in some States, but most of these are

of # technical nature. For example, in some States, gifted and talented programs

arc administered by the same office that admmxsters programs for children who

are handicapped:. While all of these children are "special” under State definitions,

sume are not “special® under the cligibility definitions of HA-B. In this type of

smmtxon, therc can bec some tcchmcal problems in ensuring that EHA-B resources
are only used in EHA-B relatid activitias.

Sumlarly, in situat.ons wheré there are Statc local and other Federal

fundmg sources as-weil a« EHA-B monies; some SEAs have had problems clearly

documenting that therz is no commingling of EHA-B fund: with funds from anv

other source. There_hav: also been instances where SEAs have had problems with

computing certain cc:.: under EHA-B. such as the "excess costs." This is in

vesponse to the regulction that limits LEAs to only using EHA-B funds for the

excess costs of providing special education and related services for handncappcd

children.  Additionally, there are certain categories of expenditures that are

pcrmnssnblc under EHA-B, but r.quire prior Federal approval. (Exampﬁl;sfgrg
construction costs and the purcliase of some types 9‘:,99,“,‘,99‘,‘1";) There have
been instances where the necessa. y prior approval was not obtained:

cost rates for LEAs wnthoul having a means of dctcrmmmg that the rates

requested are reasonable. SEAs are responsible for approving, as part .f the LEA
application process, indirect cost rates. Some State, have approved LEA indirect

cost rates withou! havmg essential pohcxcs and precedures for determining that

the rcque" o “~¢ baseds on fact and can be documented as reasonable;
While - ae dcﬁ..xcncws discussed are susceptible to corrective action
and techhaic  23° - <ce that can be effective within the 1986-87 school year; in

one State, the monitering team found deficiencizs of such a _pervasive nature that

OSEP’s fmdmgs have oeen refer:v( ‘o the Department’s Office of the Inspector

General for further investigation and appropriate corrective actions, as may be
warranted.

Vo Py 2.3 ey S

. Each SEA is rcs.ons’ble for ensuring that public agencies

provxdc certain rights to parents with :sspect to an agency’s handling of a child’s

education records. This includes giving iiotice to parents of the nature and
extent of such records. It also includes a_parent’s access rights to inspect and
review education records relating Speécilically t¢ their children. The rcgulatxons
also provide a hcarmg mechanism for a p~r2nt to contend that information in

education records is inaccurate, misleading, or otherwise in violation of the

privacy or other rights of a child. The regulations also include a system of

safeguards recquiring that each public agency protect the conf:dentnahty of

personally identifiable information.
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The OSEP monitoring teams did not find major deficiencies in the way the
monitored States are meeting the confidentiality requirements. When problems
were encountsr:d they generally fell into two categories: notice requirements and

training for personnel handling education records:

Thc regulations do not require that ail agcncy pcrsonnel bc skxlled in thc

co,nfxdentxal,xty, requirements. But thcy do rcqum- that an. .ndxvndual at eac.h

rcccxvc trammg as needed. Some States need to cxpand trammg actxvxtxcs to

make certain that adequate training is being given to all persons who collcct or

use these education records.

- Public agencies have two kinds of responsibilities in the wrea of .. .ce. One
is a general responsibility -to inform -parents (and the public) of the kinds and the
extent of  records maintained by the agency.. _The other is the iilb'i'éi ;ﬁ?gjf ic

responsibility of informing parents of their mdtvxdual rigints sach as _access to

records, the right to a hcanng regarding the content of the records, the right to

give or withhold consent in regard to certain uses of the records, and others.
While all - Statc° give both kmds -of notice to some extent, thc form ccntent, and
manner of dxstnbutxon -of both kinds of notice have been modified in some States

as a result of the OSEP monitoring findings. For the most part; this required
modest changcs in forms and procedures that were élféédy in use.

bcmg rw:chd and refmcd based on expenence and systematnc fcedback obtained

from SEAs, LEAs, parents, and professional and advocate orgamizations. During
the 1985-86 school year, OSEP has initiated technical assistance through the
chmnal Rcsource Ccnter ‘program. to _encourage Statcs to rcvxcw, rcfmc and

implementation of EHA-B requirements. OSEP’s program feview activities have
ﬁtbgi’cié’cd fi'di'ﬁ bﬁc of ii‘it’ci'mitt'ci'it to 'c'd'ritii‘iiiOin'S bvci"sight Thc challcriﬁé

1mprovmg the cducatnon of handxcappcd children.

Educational Agencv Monitoring
of the Implementation of EHA-B

~ Under Sections 612(6) and 613(a)(11) of EHA-B, ecach Stats educational
agency is responsible for assuring that the provisions of EHA are implemeited,
through monitoring of all educational programs within the State. inc’uding those
administered by any otheér State or local agency. This responsibility is designed
to _ensure that _all program providers comply with- «ll _Federal and State
requirements which set forth and_guarantee the provision of a fres appropriate

public_ education_to all handicapped children. and youth. Further, the statute

requires the Federal government to ensure that SSAs are properly carrying out

these monitoring responsibilities.
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In fulfxllmg thcse obligations, Federal statutes and regulations require that
each SEA carry out 2 minimum of four administrative responsibilities;, as faollows:

) Adoptxon and use -of polmcs and proccdurcs to cxcrmsc gcncral

supervision over all educztional programs for handicapped children
within the Statc;

® Adoptnon and use of a method to continuously collcct and analyze

information sufficient to determine compliance of subgrantees and
ot..er agencies providing services to handxcappcd chxldrcn within the
State with applicable State and Federal program requirements;

® Adoptxon and use of a method by which the SEA l‘ormally

directs that each dcfxc:cncy identified in program :perations be
corrcctcd and

Federal lcgal obhgatnons by 1mposmg appropriate sanctions when a

public agency fails or refuses to correct a dcfxcxcncy

: Bata from rcccnt studies and OSEP momtormg activities indicate that SEAs

havc mcrcascd thexr capacity and improved their ability to implement these
requirements, although specific aspects of these four areas of responsibility

cortinue to be problematic for many SEAs. The challenges. .confronting States and

the improvements they have made to fulfill their {cgal obligations within these

four areas arec described in the following three sections. The correction of

deficiencies and enforcement of sanctions are discussed in a single section as they

are closely linked in the monitoring process.

The results of site visits to 18 Statcs condnctcd by OSEP indicate that

States continue to be challenged to fully implement the general supervision

requirements of EHA._ = While the SEP site visit findings show that States are

experiencing difficulties with almost 20 different areas of the law, the geéneral

supervision requirements were found to pose major problems in all but two of the
States visited.

6§£l3 fiﬁdiﬁéé of noncamphancc ‘most oftcn c:tcd a faxlure on the part of

the SEA to _ensure that the recipients of EHA-B funds retain the records needed

to_ . demonstrate . comphancc with applxcable program and - administrative

requirements, insufficient procedures for ensuring that the SEA or any other

responsible agency that administers special education programs_ has an appropriate

method for- coordinating - the administration of special education programs and

projects within its jurisdiction, -and a lack of appropriate methods for

dxssemmatmg to responsible agencies information on special education prugram

requirements and successful practices:
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In prcv:ous ycars, a. fmdmg of noncomphancc in thc area of gcncral

supervision usually resulted from_the SEA lacking .adequate authority over

educational programs for handicapped children administered by other publ:c

agencies, by statutes or agreement, or from the SEA failing to exercise its

authority properly. The most recent OSEP site visit results indicate that only

one State visited is still experiencing major problems with thLi§ requirement
because the State Board regiilations do not s’pé'cif'y that the SEA has authority to
correct deficiencies or enforce legal obligations in programs operated by other

State agcnc:cs ‘However_three States were cited for a failure to exercise general

supervision over a partxcular school operated by another State agency, and one

Statc ‘was c;tcd for not exercxsmg suffxcnent gcncral supcrv:sory authority over all

,j& study on cffect:vc State momtormg pohcu:s conducted by the Gcnter for

the _Study of Social Policy (1983) is consistent with the findings of OSEP related

to SEA 1mplcmcmatxon of the gcncrhl Supcrvxsmn requxremcnts Howcvcr SEAs

programs opcrated by other Statc agcnc:es Thns rcflccts the rcahzatnon and

resultant prioritization that LEA programs serve the majority of children with

handicapping conditions in a State.

A more recent- survcy of 16 States conducted. by NASDSE (1986) conf:rms the

prionty placed by SEAs on monitoring of local education agencies. The NASDSE

survey found, however, that States report little proccdural difficulty in monitoring

other agencies _that provide special education and related services in their State.

Typically SEAs report that. _monitoring these agencies is premised on the use of

the same procedures, manuals and follow-up activities that are employed to

monitor LEA programs. The Center for the Study of Social Polxcy (1983) reported

additional approaches to monitoring other State agencies; _including = written.

interagency agreements, and integration of the monitoring requirements of the

SEA with the licensure and certification requirements of other State agencies:

While these data indicate that Statcs have madc progrcss in thcnr efforts to

comgly with the geéneral supervision_requirements, it _is .clear from findings of

OSEP monitoring visits that States are still experiencing serious difficulties in

fully meeting their r;sponswnhtncs ;nr thns area. Data compiled - by NASDSE
suggests that recent SEA efforts to improve their monitoring activities have been

concentrated on the othcr areas of admm:strat:vc rcspons:b:hty which were also

found by OSEP to require improvement in many States -- continuously collecting

and analyzing information, and follow-up and enforcéemént to ensure that
deficiencies are corrected.
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Fmdmgs from OSEP site . vmts to Statcs 1nd1catc that thc vast maJonty of

Federal citations of noncompliance in the area of SEA monitoring resulted from
deficiencies in procedures for continuously collecting or analyzing information
sufficient to determine if LEA: were in compliance with specific legal
requirements of L:HA-B. Coiimon deficiencies ifi these procediires were related -to
incomplete review of requirements for evaluation and placement; -residential
placements; program options and confidentiality of student records. States were
also cited frequently for failure to have procedures for collecting and reviewing

other information relevant to compliance determinations, such as complaint files,

hearing and court files and decisions; and evaluations and performance reports:.

an r;ason;tha,t States continue to be cited for defi'cieri’cics ii'iftih'cij'
procedures for collecting and analyzing compliance data is-that; as reported both
by NASDSE and by the Center for the Study of Social Policy, the monitoring
procedures- that_most SEAs have implemented to carry out their administrative

responsibilities are based on a cyclical process. where LEAs are subject to a

EBE)EFEhEﬁEwE compliance review by the SEA only at specified intervals. The

review is focused on an on-site visit which is typically completed at either three-

year or fxvc-ycar mtcrva!s Both OSEP sxtc v:s:ts and thc NASDSE survey found

revxcw, b’iily limited comphancc-rclatcd data are collcctcd by the SEAs. A rcvxcw

of monitoring procedures conducted by the Mid- South Regional Resource Center in

July 1986 found similar cyclical approaches used in each of the nine States in the

Mid-South region.

Thc cychcal process being used by SEAs to monitor LEAs for complxancc as
found in the NASDSE study can be characterized into three phases -- (1) Data
Collection and Review; (2) On-Site Validation; and (3) Reporting and Follow-up --
each c¢: which is described below.

° ww This componcnt of thc

compliance review is designed to obtain and review relevant

information for determining the consistency of local policies
gnd prochurcs,w;th Federal and State statutes and regulations.
The imp’lem’cﬁtati’ori of th'cﬁi: _policies and 'pi-b'cédiii-é's ’ai—é

Activities complctcd durmg this - phase are pnmardy in

preparation for the on-site_ monitoring visit and include

obtaining and. _reviewing _district__policies__and. analysis. of

performance data. In addition, logistical procedures such . as

building and pupil sampling for purposes of verification are

undertaken:

. Bjiji 2: Qn Sn; Vghga: ion Reviews - The primary purpose of

on-site momtormg is to validate the -implementation of the
plans, poliiies and proccdurcs documented during Phase 1 and
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tQ _ensure camphancc thh areas. not rcadxly vcnflahlc through

document review. and data reporting. . This phase typically

includes visits to schools and - classrooms to. observe all

components of the program, such as mstructnon, rclated

services, staffing patterns and teacher
certification/qualifications, program supervision, physical plant,
and availability of inservice training. Activities during this
phase also include record review for a sample of students and
review of a sample of IEPs; as well as interviews with various

personnel; such as administrators, support pcrsonncl téééhérs,
students, and parents; to verify the provision of services and
to validate that procedures are being implemented as

documented.

e Phase 3: Reporting and Follow-up - The final phase of the
on-site compliance review process is designed to provide
agencies with feedback regarding their comipliance Status; to
assist with development and implementation of plans for
corrective - action _and _in_ _ some _ States, to__ provide
recommendations . on _program . areas which may need

1mprovcmcnt even though they are in comphancc with Federal

and State statutcs and rcgulatnons ThlS component gcncrally

includes preparation of a written report that contains findings
froni the on- ssite visit, and follow-up *o ensiire that required

actlons arc 1mplcmcntcd by the LEAs Thc contcnt of thc

commendatmns, areas_ of noncoiriphancc, and a plan for

corrcctxvc action. and/or a program improvement plan, as wcll

timelines for implementing required and recommended

changcs Once thc plans of actlon are complctcd and

Rcsults of GSEP s:tc vxsus havc mdxcatcd that thns cychcal proccss used by

States -does not always result in comprehensive monitoring of all requirements to
fully meet their obligation of continuously collecting and analyzmg compliance
information. NASDSE rcpor;cdfh,owcvcr that as States continue to improve their
systems of compliance monitoring to meet their administrative responsibilities;
they are moving towards the development of improved processes which allow SEA

staff to monitor agcnc;cs .on a more contmuous basis _than thc on-site rcv,c'w'

NASDSE currcntly ;ncouragc or require LEAs to conduct a self-evaluation,

although there is substantial variation among States in the use of self-evaluation

procedures.. Most States employ. self-evaluation as a preparatory process only

prior to the SEA on-site visit, but NASDSE found that many SEAs have begun to
require annual self-assessments by LEAs in an attempt to gather compliance
1nformgtlon on a more continuous basis. The self-evaluation instrument -is
primarily a checklist of policies and procedures and may include examples of the
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appropriate- typcs of documcntatlon rcqmrcd to dcmonstratc complxance The

sclf-evaluations are generally designed to assist LEAs in identifying program areas

in need of improvement and to assist ngencies focus requests for technical
assistance:

Anothcr act:v:ty rcportcd bv NAoDSE as rcccntly 1mplcmcntcd by Statcs to
provide more continuous oversight is a strategy used in Ohio and Illinois, which

focuses on_review of policies, procedures and forms to determine that they are

complete and are in compliance with State and Federal laws and regulations. In

Illinois _ written policies and procedures. for screenifig, referral, - dctcrmmmg

appropriateness of referral, LRE, conducting evaluations and rccvaluatxons and
placing students in special cducatnon classes are-submitted to the SEA along with

forms-- in - several areas, including referral; parent/guardian _notification,

multidisciplinary confcrcnccs, reports, documcritatnbn of parent contacts and IEPs.

A report of findings is developed by the SEA including corrective action needed,

and the LEA must respond to_the report of findings with a written plan of action

specifying how_ each area has been or will be corrected and timelines for each

corrective action. This procedure alluws the SEA to oversee many components of

an agency’s special education program without havmg to conduct an on-site visit:

Onc of the more sgplustncatcd off-snght" monxtormg proccdnrcs rcportcd by

NASDSE is the Special Education Information System (SPEDIS) developed by the

New Hampshire Department of Education. SPEDIS is a student-level data base

whnch contains information about individual students and their programs whxch is

entered by each school district responsible. for providing special education. The

SPEDIS system is designed to analyze the data, reject inaccurate or inappropriate

entries, and flag data which are old or in noncompliance with State or Federal

regulations. On a regular basis; SPEDIS is used to ensure that

™ spcc:al cducatnon is provxded only for children within the

State-mandated age range (3-21);

e cvaluation data are consistent with criteria associated with the

handicapping condition and that tests were administered by
qualified examiners;

e cvaluation data are not more than three years old;

o spccxai Educatnon Evaluation/Placement Team mcctmgs are held

at least annually;
e IEP information is complete; and
. aisehargé information is available for transition planning.

,SPEDIS data are updatcd continuously throughout thc year by ‘each agency

provxdmg special education and related services to handicapped- children. SEA
staff reviews SPEDIS data for all agencies on an annual basis in areas such as

placement, dates of reevaluations, and number of hours in each program




hearings, OCR findings; or referrals from other agcncncs _Review of complaint

data occasionally leads to the SEA conducting “issue specific® or "selective
rcvxcws of local and othcr agcnc;cs Thcsc rcvxcws arc mdcpth analyscs of

thc SEA through the. complxant managcmcnt system. Agcnc;cs can also be

selected for_ targeted reviews through data from other sourecs such as special

studies, fiscal data, or other statistical data collected by the SEA on an annual

basis. Selective reviews are typically conducted through on-site visits by SEA

staff to dctcrmme complxance in the spec:fxc area with guxdelmes rules and
rcgulatnons and law As thh thc comprehcnsxvc on-s:tc comphancc rcvxcws

comprchcns:ve and contlnuous systcms for momtonng _the . xmplcmcntanon of

Federal and State rulcs and regulanons than they have had before. As a result,
SEA staff reported to NASDSE that as they continue to develop and refine their
systems of compliance review they become more efficient and thorough in their
monitoring procedures. In addition, a side effect of the monitoring process
results in SEAs identifying innovative and exemplary programs which can be
disseminated to other agencies.

SEA staff in one Statc studmd by NASBSE (1986) rcportcd that as. thcxr

momtormg process has evolved they have found an increase in the number of

findings of noncompliance which can be attributed directly to increased
comprehensiveness of their monitoring process, not to an increase in the number
of infractions on the part of the agencies. Other States reported that
i'ri‘ib’i‘b’Vi:iﬂi:i‘it iri thi:ii' §§'§tbiri§ hﬁd chﬁbltd thi:ﬁ'i t6 CVﬁlﬁﬁtC findi'ngs df

NASDSE revxcwcd summaries. of fmdmgs prcparcd by 10 Stitc§ uf)oﬁ

completion of comprehensive compliance reviews conducted during 1985 and 1986.
The findings indicate that most LEAs are not experiencing difficulty with
xmplcmcntatlon of the vast majority_ of chcral and State regulations. For
example, in a review of 62 LEAs in Connecticut durmg 1985, only 3 percent- of
the possible citations were found to be out of compliance, and three of -the LEAs

visited had almost 60 percent of all the findings of noncompliance. Similarly, 161
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compliance reviews conducted by the California SEA in 1985 resulted in only 5

percent of _the possible citations of noncompliance and G©regon noted that 36
percent of the 116 local districts they monitored during 1985 had no findings of

noncompliance at the time of the monitoring visit.

Across. States reviewed by NASDSE; areas with which LEAs wéré found to

have little difficulty with implementation of Federal laws and regulations included
child identification and location, right to a free appropriate public education,
screening._ and _referral of students, comprehensive system of personnel
development, and provision of services within_ the least restrictive environment.
In addition; few States reported that LEAs had difficulty meeting the requiréments

related to confidentiality, access to records, and the provision of appropriate
services.

Among the typical SEA_ findings of noncomplianice, some of which were

State-specific; such_as class size, NASDSE noted that three areas were prevalent
across _the 10 States reviewed--the - evaluation process, the content - and
development of IEPs, and parental notification. In addition, six States noted that
LEAs were having difficulties associated with staff shortages, particuiarly

specialized staff, such as_occupational and physical therapistz, bilingual special
education teachers; and bilingual evaluation staff,

... NASDSE reported that States were not always specific in their summaries of
findings with respect to citations for noncompliance, but in those States that did
provide detailed reasons for the citations; findings of noncompliance were not for
the most part related to a failure to provide services, but rather to inadequate
written procedures and insufficient documentation. For example, problems
identified _in the area of parental notification included not inaintaining
documentation that parents had been contacted with information on- participation
in IEP mectings. Problems noted in the area of IEPs included insufficient

specification of annual goals; short-term instructional objectives and performance
objectives, or incomplete _delineafion . of specific programs and services to be

provided to the student, including related services. Three States also .noted that
LEAs were having difficulty meeting the requirement to review IEPs annually, and

three States cited their LEAs consistently for failure to meet the 3-year
reevaluation timelines:

The_ ﬁiééﬁééiiéﬁfs’ shortcomings noted by NASDSE were in the area of

evaluation, where all States cited their LEAs for deficiencies in some part of the
evaluation process. Most notably, close to ‘half the States reported that written
comprehensive. evaluation reports were not complete or did not clearly document
the rationale for determining: eligibility for specific services. Another common
finding was that a multidisciplinary team was not always used to determine a
student’s cligibility for special education services. -One State noted that this
finding was often duc to the fact that the speech therapists could not provide
evidence that they had assistance from other evaluation staff in establishing the

eligibility of students with language and communication disor uers.
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thlc these fmdmgs suggest that SEA mamtormg actlvmes are cffectwe in

xcicntxfymg dcfxcxcncu:s m local program opcratmns, over half thc States visited

thc dcgrcc ncccssary to assurc that agcncncs comply with °EA corrcctxvc orders

and with all applicable legal responsibilities.

Thc NASDSE survcy found howcvcr, that Statcs have made cﬁangcs to thcxr

1mplcmcntatmn of corrective actions. The NASBSE survcy mdxcatcd that in most

States studied, upon completion of the on-site compliance review, a draft report

of findings is prcparcd by the SEA monitoring team leader, mcludmg recommended
plans of corrcctnve actnon Dxffcrt,nt approachcs are uscd for dcvclopmcnt of the

devclbbmcnt of the plans._ for corrective action._ In_ Ohio, however; the -core

monitoring tcam returns to the site with the report of findings to _engage in a

cooperative process of negotiation of  corrective actions. with the local

administrators. = The on-site follow-up meeting for negotiation purposes is a

recent addition to Ohio’s compliance review System. SEA personnel responded to
NASDSE interviewers that they find the face-to-face communication to be much

more effective tliéii written correspondence.. Local adminiStrators are rt:portcd to

corrcctnve action plan and seem to. havc a greater interest in cnsurmg that the

plan is implemented in a timely fashion:

In Illmo:s thc NASDSE _survey indicates that local agencnes play an
extensive role in dcvclopmg a plan for corrective action, as thcy are required to
formulate a response to the- SEA's report of -findings; and in California, the local
agency takes the lead role. _ NASDSE also reported on another feature of

California’s follow-up procedures which have been implemented in an attempt_to

ensure that LEAs are correctmg identified deficiencies--an automated compliance

tracking system which is used to catalogue each finding of noncompliance for a
LEA. When a notice of 1mplcmcntatxon of corrective action is filed by the LEA
the mformatxon 1s ‘noted m the _system. Thc data basc 1s uscd to 1dcnt1fy

timelines and gencrally kccps track of agcnc:cs comphancc status and progress

being made toward compliance:

Another actxvxty uscd by States to ensure that dcfxcxcncncs arc corrcctcd is

periodic progress reviews to check on the implementation of required actions:
NASDSE reported that to improve their follow-up process, States have developed
formal follow-up procudures for agencies that have not adequately responded to
findings frem a compliance review, or for agencies with severe compliance

ﬁftibiéiii’* _The follow-up rcv:cw cntaxls rcv1$1tln8 the agency and may also include
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___States also_noted the availability of sanctions to ensure compliance, but most |
reported that they preferred not to use this approach as it seemed to be

somewhat self-defeating. NASDSE noted that most SEA staff believe the most

successful technique for achieving compliance . is the provision of technical
assistance which is typically requested by the local agencies in response to the
report of findings. Necvertheless, one State reported that withholding of funds
was recently required to persuade one LEA to implement corréctive actions and
another State studicd by NASDSE reported that occasionally a slowdown of

funding was employed as a sanction whken absolutely necessary:

- It is evident that SEAs arc assessing; and committed to assuring, that

programs under their governance provide a free appropriate public education to all

handicapped children consistent with Federal and State Statutes and -regulations:
The enhanced management _information systems which are permitting more

continuous screening, the more thorough review of all __requirements and
strengthened follow-up procedures, reflect the continuing growth in SEA capacity

to cextinuously assess and assure the implementation of EHA-B requirements.

The first_part of this chapter has described Federal and State efforts to

assess and assure the implementation of EHA-B requirements. The remainder of
this chapter describes Federal and State program evaluation activities designed to

assess _and assure the effectiveness and_impact of the policies, procedures and
practices being implemented. . The Federal program evaluation activities .are

described and findings of completed studies summarized. Further,_a _selected

sample of Statc and_ local program evaluation studies are presented  as
representative of the cfforts States and local educational agencies are making and

knowledge they are contributing to improving the quality of educational
opportunities provided to handicapped children and youth:

- The principal evaluation activities being conducted at the Federal 16vel relate

to specific legislative mandates that arc prescribed in Section 618 of EHA-B. A

summary of these evaluation studies is presented below.

The special studies required by Section 618 of the EHA represent topics and

concerns where nationally representative information is needed by Congress and
the U.S. Department of Education to determine the nature and variability of
efforts to implement the Act. The following three studies currently are being

supported under this section.
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a sample of handxcappcd students as part of the mandatcd evaluation effort to
assess .the impact of EHA-B:. _The study will focus on _the educational;, vocational,

and independent living status and experiences of secondary students while m

special education and their transitional status and progress after graduating or
otherwise leaving secondary school.
_ Five niaj"o"r research questions will guide the study’s collection of descriptive
and explanatory data as well as the data analysis efforts:
Descriptive Issues

1. What are thé pers()nal and family characteristics of secondary-

2. What status do handxcappcd youth attain while in. school and
afterward in education, employment; and independent-living
domains?

3: What educatnon employment and mdependent lxvxng scrvnces do
handxeapped youth receive while in school and afterward?

I. What explains the patterns of services that handicapped youth
receive?

2. What . background and__ contcxtuaij” variables,  services;

cxpcncnccsf or pnor attainments are related to. youths

educational; cmploymcnt and independent living outcomes?

Data wxll bc obtamed from a planned sample of 8000 parents of handxcappcd
students from 50 States and from approximately 300 local educational ageéncies and

from the youths themselves, as well as from school records, school district
administrators; and service providers for students aged 14 through 26.

- Due to the complexity of sampling, measurement, data collection, and
analysis issues related to designing and iiﬁpléiiiéiitiné a five-year study, a_ planning

contract was awarded to SRI International in September 1984 and completed in

October, 1986.. A Request for Proposal to xmplemcnt the longxtudmal study desngn

was announced in October, 1986 and is planned for award by January, 1987. The

first wave of data collection is planned for the Sprmg of 1987.

has contractcd with Dcc:s;on Rcsourrcs Co:poratxon to undcrtakc a__national

survey to obtain comparable expenditure data from a nationally representative

sample of local educational agencies for all handxcapplng conditions. The data is

to be obtained from a sample of 60 school districts in 18 Statess To overcome
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previous interpretive limitations  of  expenditure. studies, DRC is using an

"ingredients approach” to determine per pupil costs for special education.__In such
an approazh; costs for. each service will be determined and then aggregated in

order to provide a range of expenditures by handicapping condition and age.

The DRC study has been designed to_ answer three questions, which are

described below.  The underlying objective is to provide estimates and ranges of
expenditures and services nationally, and to provide an expianation_ for_ the
variations-in_ranges and service levels. The study’s focus on addressing_the range

of expenditures and explaining variation is a major advancement in understanding

national estimates of special educational expenditure data and being able to

explain the variation within and between handicapping conditions as well as State

and local educational agencies.

___ The first question—-how much does it cost to educate handicapped
children?--will be 2ddressed by using the following subquestions:

® What is the average and range of per pupil expenditures for

special education instructional programs and related services for

all handicapped students?

® What is the average and range of per pupil expenditures for

each category and age group of handicappzd students?

What -is -the national tcial and range of district costs for

special education instructional programs and related services?

¢ What factors contribute to the cost variations?

The second question to be answered=how do local cducational agencies

finance these costs and what is the contribution of Federal funds?--will be
addressed in two subquestions:
® What is the propoition of all special education and. related

service expenditures for each of the major Federal education
programs for the hardicapped; and State and local funds?
¢ How do districts allocate “external® fundingz sources among

special educaticn programs and related services?

The third question to be examined--what levels of special education programs

and related services are provided and to which handicapped students?--will be
addressed in two subquestions:
¢ What is the proportion of children in each Federaliy-definéd

handicapping category and age/grade group receiving different
special education programs and related services?
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e What are the patterns of special education programs and
related services delivered to different groups of children?

Thc BRG study contplctcd data coilcctxon dunng the. Sprmg of 1986

Analysis and reporting of the findings will begin during 1987 and continue during

1988. Future annval reports will detail the DRC study methodology, procedures
for analysxs and findings.

o Sty nstruction—is and ntis [ Scct:on
61&1‘)@9@) of thc _EHA. rcquu—cs that thc annual report to . Congrcss on__the

implementation of the Act include "an analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness

of procedures undertaken by cach_State educational agency, local educational

agency, and intermediate educational unit..to improve programs of instruction for
handicapped children and youth in day or residential facilities." To address this
requirement, OSEP is conducting a 36-month study which wxll focus on the
children who are served -by- facilities {in either day-or rcs:d,gmx,al p,rogr,ams), that
are primarily or exclusively for handicapped students. - While this group of

cfuidrcn rcprcﬁcnts iny;z rclatnvcly small proportmn of all handxcappcd ehxldrcn

several. reasons.. Fi zrst the . studcnts are gcncrally more severely. handxcappcd than

handxcapped chiidren who live at home and who attcnd regular, rather than

scparate or special. schools Second, considerable variation exists among States
and across age and handlcap groups in terms of the proportion of children in
separate day programs or residential facilities.

A number of qucstxons rcgardmg this populatnon remain unanswered:

N What are the characteri-tics of children served in separate day
and residential facilities?

° What are. thc nature and amount of cducatnonal and relatcd

services received by these children, and the quality of services,

staff, and facilities?

What ;6'p’portuﬁities for integration exist within separate
facilities, and how do children move in and out of such
faciliiies?

,Bi,survcyxng Statc cducat:onal agcnc:cs and a samplc of scparatc facxhtn:s

and by comparing data obtained through this study to that obtained by the Office

of Civil Rights (OCR) in a study conducted durmg the 1978-79 school year,

improvements and changes in programs and services in day and residential

facilities will be documcnted Initial data will be dvailable for reporting in the
leventh Annual R¢po gress.

183

205



- - The Congressional intent in authorizing legislation for the creation of the
Statc Educational Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program in 1983 was that a
Statc/Federal cooperative evaluation effort would mutually benefit the special
cducation program at Federal, State and local levels. For mutual benefit to exist,
the State evaluations would have to consider -both the Federal need for intense
evaluation that explains a thorough understanding of relationships and variability,
and the State need for evaluation of program effects that are compatible with the
State’s. publicly-adoptéed agenda and policies.  Through the passage - of the
Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983, Congress authorized the
Secretary of Education to enter into cooperative agreements. with State

educational agencies to assess the impact and effectiveness of programs for

handicapped students under Section 618(d) of the Act.

—.....The need for responsive evaluation that is capable of reacting to a State’s

publicly-adopted program agenda, or to the State legislature, as well -as _having

national relevance is demonstrated by the impetus within States to evaluate their
own programs.. Connecticut undertook the FY 84 study of Critical Variables th

because of the

Y o 152 - g nt o =Emotio 11 Maiadiusted

osts of private placement, reliance on what some regard as a more
restrictive education for emotionally maladjusted students, and increasing

litigation:

escalating costs of p

.. In New York, the Statc Board of Regents has prepared legislative action that

would provide State aid to school districts to provide- direct support services for

nonhandicapped - students in_need of such services (NYS: Education Department,

1985). The findings from the FY 85 New York study, ion of the Effects of
[T or tate’s : ,,,,,,,,,,_ t dl_Ir gfram: Options upport e 1¢ ) a . 1ITeS

action:

__1In 1985; the North Carolina State Legislature revised State regulations for

more effectively identifying children as having specific learning disabilities and
behavioral/emotional disorders. . The data collected and analyzed through North
Carolina’s FY 85 project will provide answers to questions of effectiveness of

their pre-referral and intervention modei for implementing these new regulations.

In Vermont, the Commissioner of Education gave impetus to the evaluation

effort by appointing a committee of stakcholder groups to plan comprehensive
evaluation of special education programs and services. Further, the State Board
of Education endorsed the study by adopting the Commissiorer’s 1985 Operational

Plan. = The Education -Department was charged to design and develop a special
education program- evaluation model for use on a district, regional, and Statewide
basis to-measure the quality of special education programs. The FY 85 Vermont
study, | Evaluation Studies is the response to that directive.
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sourccs Onc is rcccnt legal actron takcn on thc part of handncappcd students

protesting the impact of sccondary program options for educable mcntally
handicapped students. . Another is thc cv:dcncc of conccrn documcntcd m the

Students Access to Post Sccondary Educatxon ~The study recommendations

include the establishment of a Department of Educatronr position and specific goals
for improvement of postsecondary programming for handicapped individuals. The
activities of the Florida FY 86 SEA/Federal Evaluation Studies project will

coordinate with the Florida Department of Education’s sccondary efforts.

The demands for accountabrlnty by Statc polrcxmakcrs provrdcd thc 1mpetus

for the Minnesota FY 86 study of The Img f Entr
Exit Criteria for Special Education Programs in angsgta. The Minnesota

Legislature has required the Minnesota Dcpartmcnt of Education to explain the

growth of special education, particularly in high incidence areas such as learning
dnsabnlmcs Thc lcg:slaturc mandatcd enght separate. reports on spcc:al cducatron

comb:ncd Thcsc reports called for data on thc growth and cffcctrvcncss of
services, along with the Minnesota Dcpartmcnt pf ‘Education’s recommendations for
uniform criteria for learning disabilities and emotional behavioral disorder sreas:

Thc 1983 authornzmg legxslat:on enabled the Department of Education to
enter mto clcvcn roopcratrvc agreements in FY 84 and ‘ten more m FY 85 For

State cducatlonal agcncrcs contribute the rt:mammg 40 pcrccnt of the cost

Examples of the types of issues that States are evaluating in the 1986 projects

demonstrate the wide range of topic areas. These include:

] &ﬂ.a.tsd_s.c_r_xs_e.s will be assessed in Minnesota and Hawaii.
Minnesota. is 1nvcstngat1ng the impact on educational and

noncducatronal _gains of studcnts wrth l'cériii'ng ’diﬁéb’iliti’cs

receive occupational therapy service versus similar students who
do not receive occupational. tﬁcrapy The results of the study

of occupatnonal thcrapy services. Hawau is 1nvcstrgatmg the

comparative effects of individual versus group speech/language

therapy, direct versus indirect (consultative) occupational,
physical, and speech/language therapy. The Hawaii SEA will
determine the level of progress of students receiving
occupational therapy and physical therapy in an educational
setting.



ients is

the focus of study in North Carolina. The project evaluates
the effects of a behavior targeting and curriculum development
system on behavioral change of Behaviorally/Emotionally

Handicapped (B/EH) students.

,,,,,, __Tes are under
examination in _Florida.  The project is studying the

programmatic  and  student outcomes resulting from

implementation of State legislative changes in high school

graduation requirements.

Curriculum Ba AS categorical gramming
the focus of study ir The study is evaluating the
effects of curriculum based assessment versus -norm referenced

Washington.

procedures for determining categorical -eligibility: . Variables
will be defined which distinguish categorical programming from
standard programming received in the regular education setting.

The study is measuring the long- term impact of categorical
programining on a student’s career:

' r E lon will be assessed in Iowa.  The
study addresses how related services personnel  apply
interventions, criteria to determine effectiveness of services,
and _use of related personnel to assist regular educators in

designing interventions for applications in regular education

settings;

of trainable mentaily retarded adults is the

focus of study in Nebraska. The components of Success and
the factors influencing success will be investigated.

Criteria arc under examination in

Minnesota. The study is evaluating current practices and
possible altcrnatives which could result in greater specification
and homogeneity in each of six program areas: learning
disabilities, mild mental handicaps, -moderate-severe mental
handicaps, emotional/behavioral disorders, physical handicaps

and other health impaired handicaps:

The twenty-nine projects funded in FY 84, FY 85 and FY 86 span a time

frame from October-1, 1984 to March 31, 1988. Although FY 86 is the third year

of funding, the findings from the FY 84 studies are just being completed. The

following sections summarize the findings from these initial reports.

rvices The Illinois State Board

Department of Education examined how the State is serving learning disabled

students, the nature of seérvices provided, and variations in practices which may
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be associated with certain specific community level variables. Utilizing project-
developed - instruments, the evaluators collected data on 457 teachers and 1,349

students from all grade levels in 67 randomly selected school districts

representative of all areas of Illinois, except the city of Chicago public schools.

] Overall, 5.82 percent of the State’s student population was classified as
learning disabled. A large majority of the sample was not receiving any chronic
medications (only 4.8 percent had any indications in their files that they are

administered medication on a regular basis). However, 36.6 percent of the

students had been retained ~ at least one grade and 23.8 percent came from
single parent families. Most (99.3 percent) had English as their primary language,
and 14.4 percent had bccn previously- rcfcrrcd for special services but had not

been found eligible prior to their classification as learning disabled. Males (920 =
69 percent) dominated females (413 = 31 pcrccnt) in the sample.

The study cxammcd how studcnts 1dcnt1f1cd as lcarmng dxsablcd are selcctcd

to participate in the special education program. It was found that:

o The Wechsler Intelligenice Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R)
was used in the original classification of 72.5 percent of the
sample. If only the WISC-R IQs are considered, the average 1Q
(90.4) was significantly below the expected population mean of
100.

o Although academxc achxevcmcnt testmg was conductcd as a part
of the classification process for most of the sample,
achiecvement data was unavailable for 26 percent of the sample.
Of the students tested, the Wide Range Achievement Test was
most commonly tised (85 percent). All of the students sampled
were performing below the expected age level in the academic
areas in which they were assessed:

o Forty and 6 tenths percent of the students who were

eventually. classified as learning disabled were referred because

of an inability to perform academically commensurate with his

or her peers. Attention deficits were the second largest area,
accounting for 23.4 percent of the referrals, followed by
reading problems (14.2 percent), language deficits (5.6 percent),
behavior (5.5 percent); mathematics difficulties (2.0 percent),
iii'im'ﬁtiii'ity (l Zl bbrceﬁt), bért:ébtdél deficits (0.7 percent), and

° informatnon on how studcnts are classxfxcd as lcarmng dxsabi.d

and selected io partncxpatc in the special education program

was further sorted by Statc area code, town size, numbcr of
students cnrolled m the dxstnct and per capxta tumon ~cost.
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to rely on the guidance of the special education cooperatives

whose criteria varied considerably. It is possible that students
who were classified in one district could move a few miles to
another district and not mnieet thé différent classification

criteria;

e There was no disceérnible patiérn in the procedures used by
districts to classify children as learning disabled. The larger

districts tended to be slightly more likely to retain students in

grades and to use more self-contained services than did the
smaller districts: These results are not surprising to the SEA

because larger districts have more students and could justify
self-contained services on numbers of students and could more

easily accommodate the class size changes that would resuli
from retentions.
_The percentage of time per day that students identified as learning disabled
receive special services was another area of study. The critical findings were:

o The majority of students (64.9 percent) were served through

resource programs where-they spent an average of 5 hours and

52 minutes per week receiving these services.

® The second most common service delivery system was a self-

contained program which served 29.2 percent of the sample.
These students who, by definition, are served through special
education programs more than 50 percent of the time, spent an

average of 7 hours 23 minutes per week of their time in
general education.

® The remainder of students (5.0 percent) received consultation

services.  On the average, their special education ftzachers
spent 65 minutes per week consulting with the general
education teachers. Generally; this was accommodated by a

resource teacher as part of his or her duties.

_The study also focused on the special areas of need that tend to be

emphasized in programs for students who are labeled as learning disabled: To
examine this question;, the project studied the annual goals listed on the student
population’s 1984-85 IEPs: It was found that:

¢ Goals established for students in the sample were primarily

academic in nature, with reading (36.3 percent), mathematics
(29:1 percent), and language (23.1 percent) accounting for $8.5

percent of the total goals.

® Perceptual remedition, an instructional technique frequently
used with learning disabled students, accounted for only .2

percent of the total goals.
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The project was mtcrcstcd m dctermmmg what rcgular educatnon Vrcmcdlal

services are availablé to studénts identified as learning disabled in conjunction

with their special education services. The main findings were:

e The only gcncral cducatnon services that the students in the

sampic received on a regular basis were Chaptcr 1 services, (24

percent of the total sample in grades one through s§ix) and

Iower level classes (18 percent of the total sample in grades

seven through 12). The larger districts used lower level classes
more often than did other districts. However; the project

rchrtcd that this is probably due to thc fact that many of the

smaller districts were elemeéntary districts or did not feel a
need to provide this type of service. The districts with
Stii'dciit pdp’dlatiOnS bétWééii 500 ai'id 1000 offered more

(17:3 percent of the student sample).

® Othcr related services, including social work psychologlcal or
counseling services, and occupational or phys;cal therapy were

less commonly provided (6 percent of the total sample).

The most gcncral conclusion that the Iilinois SEA reached is that the

methods districts use to. classify children as learning disabled are as diverse as

the State itself. Some districts had adopted or were in the process of adopting

discrepancy formulae to assist them in the classification process. Othér districts

were not even considering this as an option. Overall, districts tended to class:fy

children as learning disabled if the childrén were slightly lower than average in
intellectual capabilities and were experiencing academic difficulties. Many

superintendents felt that while these children may not have met classical

definitions of learning disabilities; they did need extra, mdnvxduahzcd attention

and service through the learning disabilities program was the only way that these

needs could be met and funded. Appropriate means of providing monctary and
instructional aid to these students who might "fall through the cracks" is an
additional issue that needs to be studied. Ths SEA identified these findings as

indicators for the need to develop some consistency in the classification and
service provision process:

Thc nccd I'or the

Hawaii SEA to study the assessment and nmprovcmcnt of related services stems

from thc need of decision makers at all levels in Hawaii’s spcc:al cducatxon and

related service system for evaluation information that will assist them in

determining service effectiveness and providing t ture program direction.

. As. a bcgmnmg mcasure the project cxplorcd thc extent of thc problcm

conccrnmg vacant rclated service professional positions and the retention of

qualified personnel. The positions of interest were those of clinical psychologists

R1]
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and socxal workcrs occupatnonal thcrapnsts occupatxonal thcrapy assistants, and

physical therapists. The review indicated that annual turnover rates in these
posmons ranged from 19 pcrccnt to 35 perceiit. Turfover rates appéar most
acute amorg occupational therapists (35 percent). Vacancy rates at the time of
the study ranged from 10 percent to 35 percent. The highest level of vacancies

at the time was within the physical therapy profcss:on (35 percent). Occupational

therapy_ positions had relatively low rates of position vacancies (12 percent of

occupational therapists and 13 percent of occupational therapy assistants), The

project contends that for each therapist who terminates his or her position, as
many as 30 to 60 students may be affected by the turnover.

The study mvcstngatcd the factors accounting for such high rates of

turnovers and -vacancies by surveymg 55 administrators and supervisors throughout

the State, and 30 related service providers who had left their positions. The

results of the survcys mdxcate that a relatively low salary scalc poor workmg

conditions, and attraction to a competitive markct in the private sector were

factors identified by both administrators and related service providers as- reasons
for turnovers and vacancies. (The study defined "poor working conditions" as

long hom-s y’cér:l’ong §chcdulcs long dxstanccs to travel from site to site; and

Thc pro_lcct studxcd thc cxtcnt to which specch thcrapy services are provxded

éé a related service in Hawaii in the spring of 1985. A total of 86 monthly

spccch languagc and hcarmg stat:stxcal reports complctcd by spccch thcrapxsts ,"‘
six of seven educational districts in Hawaii served as the data sources for this
study

scrv1cc to 2279 spcc:al education studcnts The Statew:dc pcrccntagc was 22

percent (2;279 of 10;267). Approximately one-half of the speech therapy caséloads

were related services. The Statewide average related service caseload size per

thcrepxst was almost 21 students The learning disabled (LD) category compnses

over 50 percent of the speech thcrapy as a related service population in four of

seven districts. In the rcmammg three, LD students account for less than 50

percent of the related service population but still remain  the largcst group

receiving the service. The percentage of the total LD population receiving speech

as a related service was 15 percent (1,154 of 7,538 LD. students).  Speech

therapists also provided services to 2;30° ~ch 1mpaujecj students. Approximately
one-half of the total caseloads of speecr rapists were speech impaired students
who_received speech as a primary servic: he total number of students receiving
service ranged from a low of four student. - high of 66 students per therapist.

~The pro_lcct further investigated summat. .c information on occupational and
phys:cal thcrapy services gathered for a one-month period in the Spnng of 1985

from each of seven districts. Two data sources, a single monthly summary page

(28), and the daily record of therapy services (27) were utilized to provide the

data for analysis. The project reports that the estimates derived from the data
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are conservative approximations of the amount of services delivered. Data missing

within the report summaries or the daily record of therapy services tended to

attenuate the total number of sessions and time required to provide services.

Occupational therapists and assistants were assigned a total of 1,096

students, and provided service to 1,038 students (94.7 percent). Therefore, within
the month data were analyzed, almost 95 percent of the eligible occupational
therapy (OT) students received OT services. A conservative estimate of the OT
cascload was computed at slightly over 40 students per therapist or therapy
assistant. The learning disabled comprise over 38 percent of the total OT student
population.  However, these students tend to receive sessions of a shorter
duration than students with other handicapping conditions. The second and third
largest consumers of OT services were the mildly mentally retarded and the
severely multihandicapped who received 11.6 percent and 10.7 percent of the
therapy sessions respectively. These thréé handicapping groups, LD, MIMR, and

SMR, comprised 38.5 percent, 9.4 percent, and 14.9 percent, respectively, of all
OT services. Estimates based on 671 students with complcte data revealed that
students typically received only three individual therapy sessions per month. The
average duration of these individual therapy sessions was almost an hour-and-a-
half. A sizable number of therapy sessions were cancelled. _Approximately 330

students accounted for a total of 501 student absences or an average of onc-and-
a-half absences per absentee. Information

on the factors for absences, and the

types of students most frequently absent; has not been tabulated by OT personr.el.

There were more small group (two to four students) than large group (five
or more students) OT sessions (720 and 135, respectively). A total of 223

students received small group therapy while 73 students received large group

therapy.  Students in small group sessions were usually provided about three-and-
a-half sessions per month, while students ~large group sessions average less
than two sessions per month. Mean duration times for small and large group

therapy sessions were | hour, 40 minutes and 1 hour, 18 minutes, respectively,

One hundred fifty-four students received a total of 232 consultation sessions,
resulting in a mean of approximately one-and-a-half sessions per student, and a

mean duration of 49 minutes per consultation session.

Physical therapists were assigned a total of 664 students in May 1985 and

provided service to 493 students (74.5 percent): it is not known specifically why
over 25 percent of the eligible students did not receive service during May 1985.
A conservative estimate of the physical therapy caseload was computed at slightly
over 39 students per therapist. The severely multihandicapped received the
largest number of physical therapy (PT) sessions (384 of 1,234 sessions or 28.2

percent). . The second largest number of sessions were provided to the
orthopedically handicapped (242 of 1,234 sessions or 19.6 percent). The deaf-blind

received the smallest number of sessions (four of- 1,234 sessions; .3 percent). A
total of 234 student absences were recorded, of which 194 were unexcused and 40
were excused. Therapists_also participated in 53 IEP meetings in May 1985

involving 52 students. Meetings on SMH students were the most frequently
reported.
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~Individua! PT services were provided to 254 students: Seventy-six students

in the severely multihandicapped category collectively received the largest portion
of individual PT sessions, almost 28 percent of ‘the total number of individual

therapy sessions provided:  Ninety-cight students received group therapy.
Learning disabled students were the most frequent consumers of group PT.
Physical therapists utilized consultation services most often with severély

multihandicapped students.

 Project staff concluded that the findings suggéstthg}pchédgf&i used by

related service providers to report and document services need to be
strengthened; and that there is a need for systematic data collection and feedback

to decision makers to increase efficacy of analyzing information useful in
evaluating sérvices.

The project further studied the evaluations that related service professionals

conduct to determine student nced for special education related services and

recommendations resulting from those evaluations. Twenty-eight randomly

selected related service professionals on Oahu who évaluated public school

students for determination of eligibility for occupational -therapy, physical therapy,
and speech therapy, or mental health services were interviewed:
_The findings from the interviews indicate that all four types of related

service providers evaluate a diverse student population. These examiners bring
into the testing situation their own theoretical backgrounds, experiences, and
preferences.  Therapists assume a great deal of flexibility in following existing
guidelines and/or criteria for service. Only 43 percent of the participant sample

affirmed the existence of such guidelines.

~__ Some Statc and district level administrators expressed concern over
variability in recommendations regarding the nature, frequency, and duration of

service from district to district, school to school, and therapist to therapist.
Further investigation of the actual variance in recommendations across the State
appears warranted. Service models, treatment philosophy of the examiners, size
of therapist cascloads, and differences in "professional judgment" all influence the

nature and extent of recommendation variability.

, The most frequently cited factor determining the type of service to be
provided and the frequency and duration per session was the severity of a
student’s disability. External to the student, the size of the therapist’s caseload
was the most frequently cited factor:

___ Twenty-six of the 28 related service providers interviewed indicated that
they provided input into determining the frequency, nature and duration of the
services for which they cvaluated students: Their input or role ranged from
making the: decision themselves to consulting with others about the severity of
student need and the priority for service.

___The study sought answers to the question of where the decision is made
concerning the nature, frequency and duration of services. Most respondents (16)
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statcd that t}ic dccnsxon is made at the time the thcrapxst drafts thc evaluation

report. Others (cight) identified the IEP meeting as the point of occurrence.

Others (two) indicated that the decision occurred during the team meeting; and
one resoonse indicated that the decision is made at the parent conference. . The

project staff noted that according to P.L. 94-142; decisions regarding service

delivery are made at the meeting where the IEP is developed. There appear to be

at least two reasons for this disparity between principles or standards of P.L. 94-

142 and the perception of the therapist’s roie in the decision making process.

The first_is that the examiner provides a series of recommendations regarding

service delivery. These are often accepted without modification at the IEP

conference.. As this occurs over time, perhaps the distinction between the

recommendation as  a recommendation and the decision adopting  that

recommendation begms to blur. The second i§ an inexact comprchcns:on of some

requirements of the law rcgardmg placcmcnt decisions. The project felt that this

could be rectified through a series of inservice training modules.

Tiie project also studied the perspectives of related §g;v719c7 provxders

concerning the consultation services they provide to special cducatnon teachers in

the Hawaii public school system. A survey questionnaire was distributed to 94 of

159 rclatcd service providers of thcrapcutnc services in the State. Thcsc 94

respondents represent almost 60 percent of the profcssxonals who are bclxcvcd to

provide consultation services to. tcachcrs and students in the public school system.

Sixty-four responded to the survey, a 68 percent response rate. The response

rate for occupational therapists was partxcularly high; 90.5 percent.

Thc avcrage consultation caseload size of the samplc was almost 16 studcnts

yet there was wide vanabxhty both across professions and within professxons in

the size of the caseload. Speech _therapists reported an average consultation

caselrad of three students while clinical psychologists reported an average of 49

students. In an average month, speech therapists reportedly provide consultation

to fewer teachers than do other related service providers. Psychiatric social.

workers, on the other hand, reportedly consult with an average of almost 18

teachers per month. Although the psvchiatric social workers typically report

smaller consultation caseloads than clinical psychologists, they consult with a

greater number of teachers than do those. psychologtsts in the survey. Wide

variations in the number of _teachers reported to be receiving consultation services
are noticed both across and within professions. Speech therapists typically

rcportcd less time (mean = 16 minutes) in consultation sessions than other related

service providers. Occupational therapists, physical therapists; and chrmcal
psychologists reported an average 30 minute duration of each consultation session.

Psychiatric social workers indicated an even larger average duration (almost 44
minutes).

The California SEA

cvaluatlon project describes the charactcnstxcs of - students brought to the

attention of student study teams, the instructional modifications and interventions
provided those students.
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A ’coo’p”cmive case stﬁdy approach was used by project. stéif in 29 volunteer

spccnal Edii’é’étiéii Local Plan Areas. (SELPAS) throughOut Calnforma Each school

selected staff persons to respond to the survey and the students on whom data

would be rcportcd “The aim of the studcnt selcctlon was to obtam a w:dc variety

of student characteristics and modifications suggested by the student study team.
Therc was no intent to randomly select students For purposes of this study, the
term "student study team process” was used to refer to all the various names used
in the participating schools for their existing processes for group assistance to

teachers and parents in helping their students and children to succeed in school:

Each school was alrcady operatmg some form of student study team process.

In the fall semester of the 1985-86 school year, school staff surveyed selected
persons at their schools and kept project records on selected _students.
Instruments used to collect the data included a 15-page survey of participants

regarding student study team processes, a two page log of student study team

decisions; and a 30-page individual student record form. Project staff analyzed a
total of 230 surveys, 26 logs, and 194 student record forms. The major findings

of the study follow:

¢ The most frequent purpose of the student study team process
was coordination of delivery of seérvices, serving regular
education students with learning problems, and referring
stucdénts to other programs if necessary.

° Thc rclatwc l’rcquency of the student charactenstlcs tan be

ranked according to the number of student records citing a

given characteristic. "General Academic Performance” was the
most frequcntly occurring student "problem" characteristic.
Two 7othcr ovcrall" charactcnstlcs - Social/Emotional

frequently occurrmg problcms in studcnt records: Rcadmg was

the most frequent individual suchct "problem area. These

four characteristics, either alone or in some combination with

the other characteristics, occurred in over 40 percent of the
student records.

schools was a recommendation for "Outside Resources
Interventicn", which incorporated all persons or programs
outside the regular classtoom and the regular classroom
teacher. The second most frequent recommendation was for
some change in the student’s environment. Parent contact
ranked third in frequency of modification/intervention
suggestions.

e The time pcnod for data collection was short, less than one

semester. During this period, over 1,000 "active" modifications
or interventions were attempted. The success or failure of
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one-third of these could not be assessed because of insufficient

time. But; participant schools reported over 40 percent of the

modifications/interventions that the student study team
recommended did have some identifiable success. Less than 2
percent of the modifications/interventions were reported as

clearly unsuccessful:

No single definition of the student study team process was
found. Each process was different in purpose, membership, and
operation. School staff had tailored their processes to fit their
schools, the resources available, and the need of their staff
and students:

- Studv 4: High and low incidence o ! "rri;’;;;ﬂi: ilities: In
October, 1984 the Minnesota SEA began a study of the extremes in district

reporting of learning disability incidence rates in public schools. Minnesota

mirrors_the national trend in that in 1975 the incidence rate was 2.5 percent, and
by 1985 the rate had risen to 4.7 percent. Although these increases might seem

small in terms of overall percentage, the cost in district expenditures for LD
teachers in Minnesota during 1985 was $73,430,000 in Federal, State, and local

dollars;

All 434 school districts were rank-ordered by the percentage of each

districts’ K-12 - population identified as learning disabled in 1985. (The
unduplicated child count data generated on December first of each year was used
in _choosing. the high and low incidence group). Some districts were then
eliminated from the ranking because of their geographic isolation and low number
of learning disabled students, or because of the atypical nature of the setting and

the eventual over-representation of Indian students in the sample. Districts were
put into a high incidence group (HI) and a low incidence group (LI) based on

extreme rankings. The student sample was composed of 154 students currently
receiving LD services in the LI districts and 149 students in the HI districts,

(All students in the LI districts were selected, and approximately 30 percent of
the nearly 500 students in the HI districts). The project used three different
instruments for data collection; these were district and student data forms, and a

survey of teachers;

_The two groups were demographically similar. Both were located in rural

areas, and income levels in both groups were similar.  One variable that did
differentiate the two groups was the grade jevel when students were first
referred. The HI group had first referred 22 percent of its LD students when

they were in kindergarten or pie-kindergarten grade levels; while only 7 percent
of the students in the low group were identified at these grade levels. If these

students continued to remain in the LD programs, carlisr identification would; of

course, contribute to an increased incidence rate. _The project suggests that

districts who wish to continue with early identification efforts should be

concerned with exit criteria for LD programs. In reviewing each student’s history

in the special education program, it was discovered that 82 percent of the
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siudeiis in iow incidence disiri’cis’ and 7i berceﬁt of those in the high ihcid’cncc

received a level of service changc approxnmatcly 70 percent had a changc to a
less réstrictive option.

A major quest:on mvemgatcd in thxs study was. whcthcr studcnts mct the

criteria the districts used in order -to dctcrmmc chgxbxhty for an LD placemcnt

This information was only available in approximately two-thirds of the cases. In
those cases where the determination could be made, slightly less than 60 percent
of the students in both groups met local entrance criteria. Therefore, there was
no difference between the high and low incidence groups on -this variabi:. In
cases where: student -data did not strictly meet the chgnbxhty criteria, it appeared

that override provisions were used quite frequently. From an anecdotal view, it

appeared that both high and low incidence districts often abandoned their criteria

in order to serve referred students who were having achievement problems.

The study hypothesized that low incidence districts mxght have a hxghcr
abundance of variables that contributed to increased academic. engaged time; which

in turn effected achievement. Such things as class size, homework requirements,
and the availability of volunteers and tutors were. investigated to determine if a

relationship between these factors and incidence rates existed. No apparent

differences between the groups in class size existed. With both groups having
low tcac: ‘r-pupnl ratxos the low incidence groip has approxxmatcly two to three

more studcnts per class than the high incidence group. None of the districts in
cither group had a written _policy un homework. One variable that may have

contributed to differences between the two groups was the use of aides and

volunteers who worked with students. In the LI group, seven districts utilized

aides and volunteers in the classroom, which presumably contributed to increased

academic engaged time. Only three of the HI districts had aides and volunteers
for this task. Reading curricula and programs, too, seemed not to differentiate
the high and low groups. It was expected that LI districts would be moreé flexible
in their expectations of whether students must master a book before progressing
to the next book in the series. Contrary to this hypothesis; the low incidence

districts were more rigid in this éxpeéctation.

been rctamcd a gradc This factor did not differentiatc the groups since more

than one-third of the students in both groups for whom this information was

readily available had been retained.

The majority of students in both high (82 pcrccnt) and low (76 pcrcent)
groups did not receive related services. Speech, which can stand alone on an IEP
in Minnesota, was the most common additional service for both groups (LI = 154
percent; HI = 19.2 percent).

The majonty of students had a reading goal on thcxr IEP, although slightly
more did ia the high group (693 percent) than in the low (60.1 percent) group.

The next most frequent goal in both groups was in the math area, followed by

196




written expression. The “other® goal category was listed on the IEPs of half of

the students. In the majority of cases, this category included such. things as
progress in mainstream classes, progress in particular subject areas such as

geography or science, increasing visual and/or auditory memory, or improving
assignment completion.

An additional piece of information gathered during the records review was

whether the LD students had ever been retained in a grade. This information Wwas
only readily available in about two-thirds of the cases. Thirty-five pércent of the
students in the high incidence group had been retained, while 42 percent had been
retained in the low incidence group.

The mean full scale 1Q score for the high group was 99, while the mean

score for low group was 96. There were approximately four points difference

between verbal and performance scores. In_the HI group the mean verbal score

was lower, and in the L1 group the mean performance score was lower. In both
groups the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised was the most often

used intelligence test.

_ Some experts suggest that LD students are likely to have significant verbai-
performance discrepancies on the WISC-R; but this was not the case with the
sample of students in this_study. . The discrepancies exhibited by this group were

generally within the standard error of five points. Again, the performance on

tests of academic aptitude was not significant enough tc difféerentiate the two
groups. However, it should be noted that possibly half of the students may not

meet LD criteria. Different findings are possible if only students who met LD
entrance criteria were studied.

- ion programs for handicapped children. In 1977, the
Louisiana State Legislature enacted Act 754 (Education of All Exceptional Children
Act), a parallel_of PL. 94-142. Act 754 mandated services to identified

handicapped ckildren 3 to 5 years of age, and permitted services to children from
birth to two-years who have serious handicapping conditions, which, if untreated,

could become greatly compounded by the time these children reach school age.

- The Louisiana State Department of Education proposed to ecvaluate the

quality and efficiency of the early cducation program for handicapped children in
Louisiana. The major objectives of the evaluation included the definition of
program _modcls; _ identification of the factors within theése models that are
associated with program effectiveness and efficiency, and theé measurement of

program outcomes.

The study consisted of four major segments: a naturalistic study designed to

provide the foundation for a design matrix, one axis identified the data to be
collected and the others identified potential data sources; first-wave case studies
designed to facilitate access to data and to check the feasibility and content of
questionnaire/interview protocols; expanded second-wave case studies designed to
field test data collection instruments and to continue. the qualitative investigatory

component; and the fina! third-wave component designed to collect quantitative
<19
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and quahtatxvc data via usc ox data collcctxon mstrumcnts p’éi’Sb’ﬁal interviews;

telephone interviews, group interviews, and classroom observations:

school admm:strators teachets, aides, bus drivers, related and support persons
and other service providers in the programs, as well as from parents. Class and
student profiles -were also déveloped to collect information about the numbers
and types of children being served by the program, and the performance of those
children:

__The cvaluation was based upon éjﬁﬁlﬁblé-iﬁédél _research. design that

included data collection via 39 program visits, 59 class abservations, 570

surveys/questionnaires, 1,020 personal interviews with program personnel and

parents, 303 .lass profxlcs 606 individual student profiles; and more than 664

. -The quantitative outcome measures used in this study included children’s
developmental gains in major skill areas, children’s exit placement status, and
kii'idéi'iiii’téii iéiéhéis i'étii'iﬁ‘s 6f tl'ié bhildi’éi‘ii béffbtiﬁéﬁbb ii‘i §eveﬁ diffi:ri:i‘it

gams occurrcd over a 7- to 8-month_ pcnod of instruction. Also the cﬁxldrcn

who have a wide range of exceptionalities or handicapping conditions; may not

progress at a normal developmental pace.

Thc -mean gams in thc _areas of fmc motor wntmg and fmc motor

limguagc nammg and languagc comprcﬁcnsxon areas were 96 months and 11.8

months. . Gross motor (object movement and body movement) mean gains were 9.6

months and 7.7 months.

o Thc gams in the self-hclp areas of cating, dressing, grooming, tonlctmg, and
Sélf dntctxon should bc rcvn',wcd cautxously, as many. teachcrs c:thcr were unablc

did not test those areas. The nican gams rangcd from a low of 1.7 months in

cating, to a high of 11:1 months in dressing.

The i‘acibrs iﬁ’o’s’i highii correiaied Wiiii ih"c ’ch’iidrcn;s dcvciopmcniai éains

(SHP) chnldrcn, and relatcd services challcngcs It would appear that the manner

in._which systems minimize hassles such as excessive paperwork; or help the staff

cope with other. demands, such as maintenance-of -health procedures or working in

isolation, is associated with program outcomes. The kinds and frequencies of
services provided, particularly to SPH children, also appear to be important:
Finally, the communication and cooperation among the related services staff and
the classroom teacher constitute another factor associated with positive program

outcomes.
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Analysis of thc exit placement data rcvcalcd that the prOJc.:tcd plac;mcnt

for 40 percent of the children being -served by the progr,.m was__regular

kmdcrgartcn -or - regular - kmdcrgartcn with some. support_ services. . This figure

represents 234 of the 578 children l‘on whom data were provxdcd Thc pro;ected

16 pcrccnt spccxal ccntcrs or an msntutmn

Kindergarten teachers’ ratings —of - the children’s performance  were

surprisingly high and may have been slxghtly inflated due to the method of data

collection. -Modal data indicate that the kindergarten teachers most frequently

rated the children_as on line with the class average in six of. the seven skill

arcas. . In the seventh, expressive language, they rated the children above the

class avcrhgc - The_strongest showing by "graduates” of the _preschool -program

was in their degree of independence. Fifty-one percent of the kindergarten

teachers rated the children as on line with the class average or above the class
average in this area.

i’roje'ct Fiﬁdiﬁég suggest that the Louisiana State Department of Education:

° Provndc ducctmn and mstructmnal leadcrshxp for tcachcrs in an

effort_to_maintain a balancc betwecn the developmeiital and the

pre-academic approachcs to the cducatnon -of young children.

During the 59 classroom visits, the evaluators observed a
dichotomy of approaches (the _developmental and the pre-

academic) to the training of handicapped children in the

preschool program. Many of the teachers reported _that. the

children ifi their classes were developmentally delayed and need

the opportunity to acquire skills that are age-appropriate, such

as fine¢ and gross motor movements, and expressive and

receptive language: __They _also rcportcd that the tasks that

they use to address these _needs are developmentally sequenced
to_mecet _the individual neceds of each child. In contrast; the

evaluators . observed other preschool classes inwhich

handicapped children were taught- pre-academic skiils. The

project staff recommended that policy decisions be formulated

to identify the appropriate approach or acceptable balance

between the two; and that recommendations be made known to
teachers.

[ Conduct a Jongxtndmal study to document the efficacy of thc

immediate and long-term effects of the preschool program for

handicapped children. Kindergarten teachers tended to rate the

graduates of the preschool program as average. or above

average in performance on seven major_skill areas as compared

with- other children in_ their kindergarten classes: School

administrators and. parents perceived the gains made by the

children as a primary benefit of the program. However, some

special education supervisors expressed concern about the long-

term effect of the program on their pcrfomgancc The
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supervisors _ cited instances in:- which children. who were
mainstreamed into__regular_ kindcxgarteq;:clgsirgoms were

referred back to special  education by the time they had

reached second or third grade. The project suggests that a
longitudinal study of children currently in the program is
needed to track initial program participants through their
subsequent educational programs.

® Formnlatc and dxsscmmatc on a Statcwxde basrs a lcgal opxmon

related to thc implications of the maintenance- of health
procedures and the liability of program personnel (teachers and
aiages) who may perform these procedures with or without
medical ti-éi’rii’rig.

. In. ,,conductmg,, this study, dxvcrgcnt views cmcrged in_ terms of the

responsibility of program pcrsonncl for performmg maintenance-of-health

procedures. Admmxstrators teachers, aidcs and nurses exprcsscd concern about
the requests from parents to perform these procedires, but definitive answers as
to who was legally responsible for performing these procedures were not available.
A legal opinion addressing this issue is critically necded to serve as the basis

upon whxch spcc:f:c guxd;lmcs _can. bc dcvclopcd for program. personnel.___if

oerSancL ‘then information and trkxmng should be sought from. rcprcscmatxves of

the medical profcssxon to_ensure that maintenance-of-health needs of the children

arc being met in accordance with sound medical practices, and to ensure that the

effects of what teachers report as a major Stress factor in their work are

minimized.

cyaflgatxonﬁs pcrformcd, by local educational aggnc,lcs, ,1n,,,l,98l the. Commonwealth
of Massachusetts developed the -"Management Tool Model" (MTM) for use by local

education agencies. The MTM assesses the impact and effectiveness of special

cducation programming upon student achievement of physical and_emotionai. well-

being, knowledge of use of the environment; acquisition of skills and knowledge; a

commitment to the rights and responsibilities of citizenship; occupational

competence, and creative interests and talents; the extent to which  special

education programs effectively evaluate children. and encourage parent and public
involvement; the quality of special education facilities and services; and, the
extent - to which staff development activities improve staff skills.- - The
Massachusetts SEA proposed to study the extent to which programmatic objectives
stated in the Managément Tool Model had béen accomplished for students across
all prototypes and programs in the State:

) ,Asicssm;ni of Evaluation Mgg;ls A prehmlnary project actnvxty was to
assess - the various evaluation proccdurcs in use in Massachusetts. Local

educational agencies were asked to submit a copy of the report of the most

recently conducted evaluation. Oné hundred and ten (110) local educational



agencie§ complied with this reqiiest. An cvaluatlon assessment - mstrumcnt was
developed to determine the extant that the evaluations cmploycd legitimate and
acceptable evaluation practices. Experienced evaluation consultants rated each
evaluation report and conveneéd as a panel to critique the individva! ratings and
to gcncratc a sccond ratmg for each report.

Model uscd with_ unpravcmcnt or adaptanons), Quanntanve Evaluation Strategy

(quantitative methodology); Qualitative Evaluation Strategy (qualitative strategies

such as visitations, interviews or observations); and strategies that used mixed
approaches. The maJonty of the reports using the Management Tool Model (70
percent) and the Management Tool Model -- -Adapted (62 pcrccnt) included
recommendations that were consistent with the findings. Approximately one-half

of the Quantitative and the Qualitative Evaluation Strategy reports provided

recommendations that were consistent with the findings. Only 206 percent of

reports that used a mixed strategy developed such recommendations.

Survey of Evaluation Methods. In February, 1985, a p’r’o’j'cct dcvclopcd

survcy was dxstnbutcd t'o 336 local cducatxonal ﬁg'cﬁ'ci'ci and cducatnonal

dcmographxc ,Jnf,ormatmn,,, use of evaluation rcsults and gencral informatnon

regarding . evaluation practices. The follow-up bféééaure to nonrespondents

included a second. maxhng, fblloiw}cd by subscqucnt telephone calls and _personal

letters. At the conclusion of these activities, 182 surveys had been returned.

Analysxs of thc data gcncratcd by thc survey rcvcalcd that most LEAs

Approxnmatcly 37 perc;nt of the rcspondcnts cmploycd qualxtatnvc strategies, while

an additional 37 percent used either the Management Tool Modcl or the

Management Tool Model - Adapted. A number of LEAS {17 percent) selected

evaluation methodologies that mi: ed -Qualitative and- Quantitative Evaluation
Strategies. Ten percent of the respondents use a goal based _strategy other than

the. Management Tool Model or the Management Tool Model - Adapted: . The

majority of the respondents who used the Management Tool Model (64 percent)

conducted evaluztions of their entire special education program. LEAs tended to

evaluate program components when other models were used.

o Thc cost of cvaluatxon appeared to vary w:dcly among LEAs In gcncral
goal based evaluations tended to be less expensive thanm other typcs Most

evaluations were fuiided with local or EHAB funds, though technical ass:stancc
grants -were used to finance a number of Management Tool Model evaluations: in

general, evaluations took from 1 to 12 months to complete and consumed between

1 to 20 days of staff time. Special education staff _participated for a median of 5

to 6 days. Respondents indicated that program planning and inservice

development were the most common benefits of the evaluation process;



jon. _ Qualitative validation was conducted in four

representative sites to determine the accuracy of the local educational agencies
findings. The special education director or the individual responsible for carrying
out -the_evaluation. were_interviewed, using a project-designed probing interview
guide; to_assess_the _extent that MTM procedures were properly implemented:
Next, the project assessed the extent that LEA evaluation resuits . were
representative _of - district program strengths and weaknesses by _interviewing
individuals knowledgeable about the special education program. at the time of the
evaluation. Three LEA staff members in each district were asked to_nominate a

sample of individuals to be interviewed. The project. determined, through the

qualitative validation that the Management Tool_Model was employed properly.

Further, the qualitative validation interviews. confirmed the results of the LEA

cvaluations as indicated in the Management Tool Model reports.

. Asgregation of Local Fvaluation Findings. Those districts which employed
the Management Tool Model were selected for the aggregation of local evaluation
findings. - Reports of the final subject pool were reviewed by project consultants

to determine if the specific instruments in the Management Tool Mcdel had been

properly employed and completed. The final review of all_reports resulted_in_ 20
district reports which could be properly aggregated. The demographic and

attribute variables in the sample were found to be consistent with _the State as a

whole. The districts in the sample; therefore, fairly represent the Commonwealth.

The resultant data from this analysis were interpreted by members of the

SEA project staff; and experts from programs across the Commonwealth. A
number of positive findings emerged:
® Special education programs in Massachusétts are considered
effective in developing basic __skills . in  language arts,
mathematics; the encouragement of an understanding of our
democratic socicty, and the commitment to the rights and
responsibilities of citizenship.
® Special education programs develop attitudes and behaviors

which lead to an effective use of the environment and the
development of creative expression.

® The programs are also effective in providing beneficial physical
education, enhancing student self-concepts, and cultivating

positive values and attitudes among students.

® Spccial education programs also facilitate sound educational
planning and encourage a working partnership between the
parents and the school.
¢ Globally, the programs cffectively use high quality school

facilities, possess a high quality range of services, and provide

facilities and services that meet unique stu:lént needs:
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e Special ~ducation programs were found to effectively use the
IEP goals to allow thée TEAM to judge program Success.

determined to be less than cffectnvc

e Special education programs were not as successful as they
should be in dcvclopmg the student’s desire to learn.

. Programs were -also less. than sausfactory in_the. provxsxon of

job skill experiences and work attitudes necessary for initial

job placement; and skills and attitudes necessary to adapt to

changing job situations:

o The worlung partnershxp bctween the gcncral publlc and thc
school rcgardmg school decisions was another area in which
improvement is needed.

¢ Programs were judged to be less than effective in the provision
of inservice training which meets staff skill needs and which
improves staff attitudes.

Systematic determination of successful programs and the
redesign of unsuccessful individual classroom programs were

areas judged to be less than effective.

1 S det Thc Ncw York
State Education Department, Office for Education of Children thh Handicapping
Conditions, evaluated the impact and effectiveniess of New York State’s effort
toward the provision of -a free appropriate public education - an evaluation of
secondary programming-for mildly handicapped students. The purpose of this
Study was th’if’o’liJ . First,_to_ determine _the_ strategies. and mcthodologncs by

rcqmrcmcnts and sccond, to dctermme the cxtcnt to which dropout prevention
services exist and are provided to mildly handicapped students at risk, and to
ascertain the relationship between the perceptions of school personnel and mildly
handicapped students regarding the reasons for these students dropping_ out of

school. .. Data for analysis, obtained through a random.selection process, are

representative of 411 graduated students from 66 local educational agencies from

upstate New York, and 374 students who withdrew from 50 upstate LEAs. Data
are also representative of 710 graduated students and 339 students who withdrew
from school in New York Cxty

Through ﬂus study, it was found that mxldly handxcappcd studcnts, rcgardlcss

of classxfxcatxon can succeed in school and earn a high school diploma when

given access ié Eéiular cducatmn and cquxvalcnt spcc;al educatnon courses. More

{‘)n,-,
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City had similar policies assuring handicapped students access to an approved

course of study in special education which would lead to a high school diploma.

. Upstate school districts primarily rely upon. regular education courses as the

means by which most mildly handicapped students (97 percent) obtain course
credit; upstate students are enrolled in equivalent special class programs far less
frequently. New York City, on the other hand, places diploma-bound handicapped
students predominantly in equivalent special class programs (85 percent), rather
than in regular education courses. In either placement, data _indicate . that
handicapped students can be highly successful. - Ninety-cight percent of upstate

students_and 96 percent of New York City students who participated in regular

cducation courses, passed at least one course: Over 90 percent of the upstate
and New York City mildly handicapped students were successful in equivalent
special education programs on the first try.

_Four out of five mildly handicapped students took the state_competency tests

along with_their nonhandicapped peers. - These students achieved a high rate of
success:. . For upstate students on their first attempts; 92 percent passed reading,
84 percent passed writing and 77 percent passed mathematics. For New York City
students; on their first attempts 77 percent passed reading; 75 percent passed
writing, and 54 percent passed mathematics.

_-Support services were provided by 100 percent of the school districts to
mildly handicapped -students: For upstate New York, special education support
services were provided to 72 percent of -the sample students, _and  regular

education support services were provided to 60 percent of this sample: New York
City  provided special education support services to 80 percent of mildly

handicapped graduates, and regular education support. services to. 38 percent . of

this_population_ of .sample students. ~_Although regular and special education
support services were readily available in school districts, data revealed no
rclationship between the number of such services offered and the percentage of

students graduating.

7 My bandicapped students in upsate and New York ity schan

districts, no sequence of courses or type of program was favored enroute to the
attainment of a high school diploma: Programs differed on a Statewide basis upon
student needs and demographic considerations.

__All sample school districts reported -the availability of dropout prevention
efforts. . These efforts were provided to 88 percent of the. upstate sample students
who_withdrew from school.  Moreover, school personnel accurately perceived the
students’ reason(s) for leaving school with. 75 percent accuracy. A prolonged
secondary. school experience requiring more than 4 years for completion; and
enrollment in restrictive special education programs are associated with higher
dropout_rates. Most _students who withdrew from school planned to obtain
employment the first year upon leaving.

~ These seven initial State educational agency/OSEP cooperative program

evaluation studies represent a broad array of measurement techniques and design:
204
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The effect and impact of issues considered included student status and

performance, service delivery, and program administration. The evaluations
collectively encompassed all disabilities and ali age levels. These reports
represent a commitment by SEAs and OSEP to systematically obtain information
on the impact and effect of providing and delivering special education and relatec

services. It is expected that as the States and OSEP accrue experience these

evaluation efforts and findings will increasingly affect decision making.

. _ This section describes selected State and local educational agency supported
program cvaluation studies recently completed_or currently underway. These
studies were provided by State and local educational agencies in. response to a
request for such evaluation information by NASDSE in July 1986. The purpose of
this section is not to describe comprehensively all evaluation studies conducted by
State_and local educational agencies, but to provide examples of the types of

efforts SEAs and LEAs arc making to assess-the effectiveness of their programs

consistent with Section 613(a)(11) of EHA-B. These studies are presented by
three areas representing topics frequently evaluated by SEAs and LEAs.

Least restrictive environment (LRE)

e Eligibility for Services

® Previously Unserved and Underserved Children

State and local educational agency responsibilities for educating handicapped

children in the least restrictive environment are specified under Section 612(5)(B)
and 614(a)(1)(C){iv) of the EHA. _Some State and local educational agencies have
attempted to dcterminé how well they are meeting their responsibilities by
undertaking evaluation studies to examine whether their educational programs are,

in fact, effectively educating handicapped children in the least restrictive
environment. These studies typically identify problems that have emerged in
serving these children, as well as strategies for improving the appropriateness of

sducational placements in the future. _Among_the State and local studies
pertaining to__the education of handicapped children. in the least restrictive

environment. are evaluations that investigate the. effects of different classroom
placements; and teacher licensure on academic achievement, and skill acquisition
of  handicapped children and their nonhandicapped peers. The following are

provided as examples of such evaluation efforts.

D\
A%
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Achievement ly Handicapped Studepts. Under a grant from the-Minnesota
Statc _Department, the Minneapolis Public Schools- conducted a study in 1985 to

determine the effect of special education teacher licensure on _the reading

achievement of learning disabled (LD) and educably mentally retarded (EMR)

children. Aside from the philosophical arguments regarding noncategorical vs.
categorical approaches to_intervention; the study was motivated by practical issues
sometimes associated with an instructional model utilizitg categorically certified
staff. _ These_include personnel shortages, fiscal constraints, and the potential for
service duplication, particularly in rural districts wheré particular services may.be

needed for only a limited number of children. _In order to determine the
importance of a specific categorical license in the instruction of LD and EMR
children, this study tested four hypotheses: These were to determine: 1) if LD
students instructed by teachers. with an LD license achieve the same as LD
students _instructed by teachers with an EMR. license; 2, if- EMR students
instructed by teachers with a license to teach EMR students achieve the same as
EMR students instructed by teachers with a license to teach LD students; 3) if LD

students instructed by -teachers with -a Joint_license achieve the same as those
instructed by teachers licensed to téach ED; and 4) if EMR students instructed by
teachers with a -joint-license achieve. the same as those instructed by teachers

licensed to teach EMR. In addition, the study examined the differences in
teaching mecthods used by teachers with different licenses and the instructional

methods that impact the academic performance of LD and EMR students.

- A sample of 108 LD and 108 EMR students who were receiving services in
Level HI, K-6 school-based resource programs were sclected for the _study.

Students in Level III spend up to 50 percent of their day in_the resource room

where _they receive direct instruction and/or support services. . _ Students were
selected from 36 classes; 12 of these classes were taught by teachers with an LD
license, 12 by teachers with-an EMR license, and 12 by teachers with a joint

LD/EMR license. Three EMR and three LD students _were_selected from- each

teacher’s cascload. Both standardized achievement. tests and curriculum-based

measurement instruments were administered to assess student growth in reading
over approximately a-7-month period. Teacher methods of instriiction - were

observed and data analyzed using the Structured Instruction Rating Scale (Skiba.
esson and Deno, 1982).

___Results_of the study indicated the reading improvement of LD and EMR
students. was _independent  of the type of categorical license possessed by a
student’s special education teacher. LD and EMR children progressed equally well

when instructed by -teachers with-LD; EMR or LD/EMR licensure. The study
further found that the instructional styles of the LD, EMR, and LD/EMR. teschers
studied- did not vary when teaching handicapped children of varying disability

catcgories. . Of _the 13 types of teacher interactions studied (e.g., academic
engaged time; pacing of instruction, silent reading practice, oral reading practice,
ctc:), significant diffcrences were found only for pacing of stimulus; while EMR
teachers nrovidsd more student response opportunities, overall teaching styles did

not vary. Study results also determined that the handicapped child’s category of
disability (LD or EMR) was not predictive of student growth. Both groups of
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students made similar gains as measured by the study. This study suggests ihat

these variations in teacher training and licensing have a limited relationship to
student outcomcs. The results of this study appear to have implications for
administrators concerned with student grouping for instruction and the use of
single category vs. multi-category resource room models:

___ An Investigation of Time-On-Task for Learning Disable dents. In 1985,
under a grant from the Minnesota Department of Education, investigators at the
University of Minnesota conducted a study to examine the attentional behaviors of
learning disabled (LD) and nonhandicapped students in a variety of classroom

arrangements and subject matter; in order to evaluate the effectiveness of these
arrangements. Based on research, educators have long believed that attention is a
prerequisite for learning and, further, that certain handicapped children, such as
those .with. learning disabilities, have difficultics in achieving satisfactory
performance because of inadequate attentiveness. Schools in Minnesota; as in
other States, have implemented strategies that reduce class _size or _the
student/teacher ratio (e.., by forming speciai classes; using "pull-out” programs,
or adding itincrant teachers or aides to the regalar classroom) on the assumption
that thcy would improve both attentiveness and learning of handicapped students.
However, the Minnesota SEA; in reviewing the empirical basis for such strategies,
had found little evidence to support their use. It was anticipated that this study

would provide better information on which to tase decisions related to student
placement and grouping for instriction.
__ The study was designed to test several hypotheses: (a) there will be no

difference in- on-task behavior between learning disabled and nonhandicapped

students - in_ the  regular class; (b). on-task.behavior for the learning disabled

student in_the special class will_be superior to that found in the regular class:
(c) sustained attention (on-task behavior throughout a session or lesson) for the
learning disabled will be_saperior in the special rather than in the regular class:
(d) there will be no difference in on-task behavior across subject matter; and (e)

on-task behavior will be superior in the smaller group sizes.

A sample of 50 students, enrolled in grades four, five, and Six in four
clementary schools of one district; was selected for this study: Thirty of the
students were classified as learning disabled and 20 were nonhandicapped. The

learning disabled students - were evenly _ divided = into three. groups, each
corresponding to a -specific level of service: . The first group of students was

placed in the regular class where they received special instruction on an as

needed basis. _The second group of students, placed in the regular class for the
majority of the day, generally received special instruction once a day, for
approximately 45 minutes. . Instruction was provided by a special educator in
groups. of - four students.. The third group of LD students was assigned to a

self-contained class with less than 17 studeats, the average being 10. Children in
this third group -were all identified by a uistrict child study team as being

extremely academically impaired, that is, more than two years behind age peers in
some academic area; usually reading; and incapable of progress in mainstreamed
classes. The 20 nonhandicapped control students were selected from the same

classrooms of the first two groups of LD students and matched on gender and
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cthnic background, and as closely as possible on some measure of ability or
achievement. The LD and nonhandicapped students were often engaged in the
same activities under the same tcacher; allowing direct comparison. There were

po nonhandicapped controls for the LD students served in self-contained classes.

-~ Observational data were coliected in the classrooms of all 50 Students.
Each student was observed during at least seven visits for a total of 3.773 ten-
second ‘interval observations/per child. Observations were conducted _during
instruction_ in . math, reading, social studies, ianguage arts, and. science:
Twenty-two categories of behavior were observed and recorded. These categories
included: . on-task (e.g., behaving in a manner appropriate for the lesson; such as
listening or writing); waiting (e.g., waiting in an appropriate manner for teacher

direction or help); orienting to other chan task (e.g; attending to another person

or sclf); fine motor movemeént; gross motor movement; verbal (e.g., speaking,

whistling); and daydreaming {(c.g:; lack of responsiveness, noninvglved behaviors).
Combinations of different behaviors were also observed and recorded (e.g.; waiting

for further direction from the teacher while strumming one’s fingers).

The study found that learning disabled students in the first two groups

showed equivalent or greater att:ntiveness than did their nonhandicapped controls.
Contrary to the expectation that LD students would show inferior attention, the

study found that the most severely disabled LD students were significantly more

attentive than the two groups of nonhandicapped controls. ~The study report

svggested that this superior performance can probably be explained by the fact
that these students were in small self-contained classrooims while their peers were
in_regular classes with a greater number of students: With regard to group size,

the study found for both the LD and nonhandicapped students, that as the size of
the instructional group decreases; student time-on-task increases. Attention was
significantly grecater for small {two or fewer students) and medium (three to nine

students) size groups than for the large (10 or more students) groups; with no
difference between the smail and medium size groups in the amount of attention,
Thic finding suggests that one benefit of special education classes, which tend to
be smaller in size than regular classes, is that there is greater student

involvement and time-on-task. For ecach subject matter observed, both the LD
and nonhandicapped students were about equally engaged with the learning tasks:

A slight decrement in attention from the beginning to the end of a lesson was
found (lessons observed were 45 minutes in length), but this decrement was found
in both the learning disabled as well as nondisabled students: The study’s authors
suggest that although effort, drive, and time-on-task seem to decrease somewhat

as the lesson goes on, the effects seem to infiuence both groups in a similar
manner.

In. summarizing the resuits of this study, its authors make several
conclusions.  First, with regard to overt measures of attention;. the_learning
disabled student is no different from his nondicabled counterpart. This study did

not, however, _investigate other types of attentional _deficits _such as covert

auditory _attention handicaps which might have a bearing on the student's

performance. Second, the LD and nonhandicapped students were both able to

sustain reasonably high levels of attention over a 45 minute period, which implies
208
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that substannal amounis of time can be devoted to instruction. Third, the

findings from this and other recent studies cited by the authors consistently show

that time-on-task increases as group size decreases, suggesting the value of small

classes for learning and nondisabled students. Finally, the authors suggest that

overt attentional deficits, while perhaps symptomatnc, should not be thought of as

a possxble gcncral and fundamental cause of academic difficulty:

 In order to receive State grants under EHA-B for special education and
related services; States must énsure that children are evaluated and determined
cligible. as handicapped in accordance with the dcfmnt:onstcctnou 602) and
evaluation procedures (Section 612(2)(C)(5)) spccxf:cd in EHA. To implement these
provisions, States have established standards in _their regulations or in

administrative policy to_guide local educational agencies in_determining student

eligibility. These standards often _include_timelines for conducting evaluations,

procedures and tests to be used in screening and evaluating students; and specific

criteria that must be met in order to determine clxg:bxhty within categorical

definitions. State guidance in this area is designed in large part to minimize

subjectivity in the decision-making process, to assure efficiency and fairness in
thc cvaluatmn proccss and to obtam great'r consxstcncy thhm and across school
handxcappmg catcgory. Thc studxqs desﬁcfnbcd here are cxamplcs of LEA Sp,o,nsorcd
cvaluation activities to improve the effectisveness of procédures to identify and
. evaluate minority children who are potentially handicapped, and to increase the
efficiency and quality of evaluations conducted:

Effectiv
P_mg_dggﬁi Tnc Montgomcry County (MD) Pubhc Schools is currcntly conductmg
a study to determiné thé effectiveness of the district’s procedures for referring
students for evaluation and for determining eligibility for special education

programs. As part of this study, the district is also investigating the extcat to

which the county’s special education policies and procedures provide effective and

cffmcnt support to staff mvolved in the referral and clxgibxhty process. The
impetus for this study came froii several sources. Recent statistics had indicated
a continuing trend of disproportionate placement of racial and ethnic groups._ in
the district’s special education program. In addition, issues reiated to the equity,

effectiveness, and efficiency of the district’s referral and eligibility procedures

had been raised 2 years ago in a report by a local citizens groap and in a survey
of elementary school principals, and, more recently, by the district’'s Office of
Altcrnﬁatxvc Education Programs. Finally, thc district’s Board of Education has
recently established; as a priority; increasing the achievement of mmornty,s,tudcnts
and assuring their equitable representation in the school district’s activities and
programs. The study i§ dé§i§iiéa to. détéfﬁiiﬁé Whéth”c"r éhildi—éh arc appropriately

and cligibility proccdures arc consistently applied across the dxstnct and whether
procedures for the initial referral and determination of eligibility of students for
special education are effective and efficient.
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A sample of 28 elementary schools has been selected from each of three

administrative areas in the district. -School selection was based upon such factors
as school size, minority student enrollment, student mobility rate, and the
availability of designated .special resources (e.g., Chapter | funds), or model/pilot
special education programs (e.g., a special LD project). For each of two groups of
students within each school selected, the study is examining what occurs during
the referral and eligibility process. The first group of students (Group 1),

consists of a stratificd random sample of 280 children (K-6) who were referred
and placed in special education programs within their school during the 1984-85

school year; 10 students from each school were selected. Samples were drawn on
the basis of race and placement in one of the following programs: specific

learning disabilities, emotional impairment, mild retardation, and mild speech and

language disorder. The second group of _children (Group 2), consists of 280

children who are not handicapped but who have been identified as experiencing
some type of academic or behavioral problem. To obtain this group; school staff
in each of the 28 schools were asked to identify at least 20 children who had
never been referred for evaluation or servea as handicapped but about whom staff
had expressed concern, and for whom the staff planned to explore someé type of
special assistance. From this group, a stratified random sample of 10 students in

cach school was selected based upon race and the academic or behavioral area of
concern.

-Record reviews and staff interviews are being conducted for ecach of the

children in Group 1 to describe the immediate past activities which resulted in
the determination of their eligibility for special education. Data being collected
includes information related to prior screening results, alternatives implemented
prior to their referral for_evaiuation, reasons for referral, assessment instruments
used, the extent of parent involvement in the -process, and participants’
satisfaction with the process. For children in Group 2, record reviews, staff
interviews, and structured observations of special education referral and eligibility

meetings are being conducted to obtain data _on the current referral and_review
practices, issues of concern identified for each child by staff, and ‘alternative
strategies implemented before and after team meetings were conducted for each
chiid.

- - Several reports related to_ the results of the study arc planned: These will

be submitted to the district Board of. Education in the winter. of 1987. At least
gies identified by the

one of the reports will describe effective prereferral strate

study. It is anticipated that the results of the study will provide direction to the
district for improving its practices and procedures for student referral and the

determination of eligibility for special education.

_Child; , _As part of continuing efforts to more effectively and
efficiently identify children in need ~of special attention (e.g. _individualized

attention in the regular - class, evaluation for special -education, etc.), the
Philadelphia (PA) School District reviewed a variety of screeming instruments.

The purpose of this review was to identify an instrument that could be used to
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supplement teacher observations of children in the general educatwn program and
more ef fcctxvcly dxscnmmatc bctw-en studcnts cxpencncmg cducatxonal problems

efficient utilization of ,tc,achmg and d;agnostxc pcrso,n,ncl The district’s review of
screening instruments led -them to select, for possible use, the Initial Screenin-
Checklist (ISC) (Harris; King; and Drummond, 1980). Because the¢ instrument had

been normed on a rural population, the district conducted a study, which was

reported in 1985, to determine the instrument’s applicability to a large urban
setting with significant minority populations (e.g., black and Hispanic).

] ﬂ’c,iéé, is a teacher ’rati’ni; scale co’rjtaig’iﬁg ,iS iteiﬁs designed for use with
students in kindeérgarten through Grade 12. The items relate to behaviors which

can be grouped into the following categories: attention problems; inadequate

sclf—xinagc mtrovcrtcd/dcprcsscd acting out, motor dcfxc;ts, and neurological

deficits. Teachers who have had 6 to 8 weeks of experience with a student, rate
how often a specific behavior occurs on a five point scale from an occurrence of
"never" to_"very often”. _Results of the screening are inténded to indicate
whether additional evaluation of the student is warranted.  For this study, two

samples. of students was selected. A stratified random sample of approximately

1,900 handicapped students was selected from among self-contained classes for the

learmrig disabled (LD), socially and emotionally disturbed (SED), and educable
mentally retarded (EMR). Every self-contained LD, SED and EMR class in the

district was sampled. A sample of 7,200 nonhandxcappcd students was selected
from 86 schools representing all program ievels (e.g., clementary, sécondary,

vocatxonal) in_the district. . Within_each school; students were selected randomly.

Results were analyzed using descriptive analysis, factor analyses, and analysis of

variance. Analyses were conducted separately for each race, sex, grade, and age

group, to assure that the instrument did not over or under identify certain
groups.

Results mdxcatc that the ISC was able to discriminate between students
identified as handicapped and a general student population: In addition; th~
instrument was-able to discriminate between students diagnosed as SED and those
diagnosed as either EMR_or LD: . Authors of the study concluded that the ISC

would be an efficient aid in screening students at all grade levels to determine

the neced for evaluation for a possible handicapping condition. The instrument is

being used currently throughout the district to assist teachers in ldcntxfymg

students who may need some type of mdxvxduahzed instruction or who may be in
need of evaluation for a poss:ble handxcappmg condition.

(FL) Publlc Schools conductcd a study to mvcstxgatc the causcs of a contmumg
backlog of cases awaiting psycth,ng,cal,cvalua,t,nons for students being considered
for special education programs. While the study focused primarily on the backlog
of cases, also examined were the delays common in the entire psychological

evaluation process, including _ referral;. psychological cvaluation/testing, and

staifing. Factorc examined as possible causes of the delays included the level of

need for program seivices, the psychologist’s duties #nd activities, t+e



productivity of the program, the level of false-positive evaluations, the

supervision of the school psychologists, and the standards for quality in the
psychological = evalvations. Data on these _Seven areas were obtained via
questionnaires completed by schoo! psychologists and principals, and a random
sample of 100 student cases was analyzed fer descriptive information on the type
of evaluation requested and the time involved in completing the major steps of
the cvaluation process. . In addition, ¢ obtajn information  for comparative
purposes on.the psychological services models being used by other !large school

Systems, a tclephone survey was conducted of the following six school districts:
Broward County, FL; Duval County, FL; Hillsborough County, FL; Houston; TX;

Los Angeles, CA; and Philadelphia, PA.

__ Results of the study indicated that at ieast 3400 students were awaiting

psychological evaluations in April, 1985. This represents a_sizeable backlog that
would take the current staff of

months to process if 1o new referrals were processed, Nevertheless, the school

school psychologists at least threc-and-one-half

psychologist’s productivity level was found io be comparable to that in the other
large school systems surveyed.  While these data suggest a need for an increase

in the number of school psychologists, the level of false-positive evaluations was

found to_ be_ an important factor affecting the size of the backlog. The

false-positive rate for initial evaluations of 24 percent in Dade was comparable to

a_ false-positive ratc of 25 percent in Houston. However, the evaluations for

gifted placement (about 20 percent of all evaluation cases in Dade County), had a

falsc-positive rate of about 67 percent. - Improvement of the scréening of students
referred for gifted placement would mean a substantial reduction in the backlog
of students waiting {or evaluation, and consequently, a smaller increase in the

number of sckool psychologisis necded.
Findings also indicated thai the qualifications of supervisors should be

increased and that the program lacks acceptable standards of quality in the

psychological evaluations. While these two components may not be direct causes
of the backlog; they seem to have an_impact on the overall efficiency of the
psychological services program. - For cxample, data indicated that school
psychologists believe that the supervision they receive is neither appropriate nor
adequate, because their supervisors who are area supervisors of special education
lack formal training in psychology and cannot provide assistance on technical

issues such as scoring and interpretation of tests. The telephone survey revealed
that five of the six school systems contacted provided some degree of supervision

by a trained psychologist.

- With regard to quality of the psychological evaluations, both principals and
psychologists indicated that their opinion of the overall quality of the evaluation
process was in_the adequate to excellent range, yet principals were not satisfied
with the length of time currently needed to_complete a psychological evaluation,
and both groups indicated that the space in the schools for conducting
psychological evaluations was inadequate.

The telephone survey of the six large school systems also showed that there
is considerable variability among school districts in how their psychological
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scrvnccs programs are opcrarcd and assxstcd in 1dcnt1fymg tcchmqucs which could

be uscd to improve the evaluation program in Dade County. Of partncular interest

was the computerized information system used by the Houston School District.
Thss systcm allows thc dnstnct to acccss studcnt mformatnon, scorc tcsts and

errors. chcrthclqss the dlffc,rcnccs found among the school dnst,nﬁctsmm”j’hg
survey underscored the necessity to design a psychological service program

according to local needs:

Based on the study’s tmdmgs, several of the recommendations made for
improving the efficiency of Dade County’'s psychological services program,
including an increase in the number of school psychologists; are being considered
for implementation.  These include 1) revision of the information system used to

collect_data on all activitics related to the delivery of psychological services; 2)

establishment of a committee to review the child study team process, thh a goal

of reducing the number of referrals for evaluation by instituting intervention and
prevention strategies in the classroom; 3) diversification of the duties and
activities of the school psychologist to allow more time for consultation with
§’ch’o'ol b"ci'§6i'ih'cl éhd Stijdci'it 'couﬁ’seliﬁg, if additidﬁal staff are added; and 4)

Examples ' Evalua

to Previouslvy Unserved and Underserved Handicapped Children

State and local cducat:onal agcncxcs have put spcc:al cmphas:s on cducatmg
handxcappcd chxldrcn who wcrc unscrvcd or undcrscrvcd bcforc thc ﬂnactmcnt of

these chxld,rcn,,arc prcschdbl and ,,scc,onda,r,y handlca,p[icd studcntS' sevarely

handicapped children; including the cmotionally. disturbed; and handicapped

chiidren who require spccxal consideration because of cthnic and culturat

differences. Program expansion has been partxcularly dramatic for certain groups

of handxcappcd children. This growth is characterized by improvements in

existing services and by development of entirely new opportunities for children

the schools had not served before. State and local educational agencies are

conducting evaluation studies to determinc the effectiveness of their effcrts to

cducate these children and improve thc services provided to them. Among the
studies reported this year are investigationrs related to students cxxtmg from
special education programs, students requiring extended school year services, and
students with behavioral disorders.

Asa rcsult of an agreement rcachcd in 1984 bctwccn the Office

for Cnvnl Rngﬁts _the Seattle School. District, and the Washington State Office of

the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), OSPI issued regulations requiring

all school dxstncts in the State to assess students thh handncaps for the need for

educational services beyond the 180-day school year. Washirngton State’s
regulations are bascd on the p’rcmxsc that some handicapped students experience
significant skill losses over the summer (regression), and fail to qu:ckly regain
those skills in the next school year (recoupment). The concept of regression and
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recoupment also applies to nonhandicapped students, but their_rate of loss and

relearning is considered normal. If some handicapped students’ rate of regression
is_greater _and rate of -recoupment is less than -normally expectes, they may
require cducational services during the summer fto. prevent this significant loss.
These services would be necessary so that the student has the same opportunity

as nonhandicapped students for learning new skills during the 180-day school year.

_In attempting to implement this new requirement, the Seattle LEA found no

professional standards or guidelines available to assist staff in determining student

eligibility for extended school year services (ESY). The Seattle LEA,; therefore,

undertook a study to develop an empirical base upon which to establish

procedures_for determining student eligibility for extended school year services.
The purpose of the study was to obtain answers to several questions regarding
regression and recoupment. First, there was a need to determine whether or not
regression and recoupment occur in the regular student population, since the
determination of the handicapped student’s need for ESY services is relative to

what is considered a normal amount of regression and recoupment. In addition,
how much regression occurs, how quickly the lost skills are recovered, and when
the lost skills arc recovered needed to be cxamined. A second major question
was whether or not special education students show regression and recoupment
patterns similar to_those of regular students. Finally, the major purpose of _the

study was to determine how much regression and lack of recoupment constitutes a
significant loss of skills such that without ESY services, ‘the handicapped student
would be unable to reasonably benefit from instruction given during the regular

school year:

_ A multiple, repeated measure, time series design was used with 350 stratified,

randomly sclected regular cducation students in grades two, four, six, cight, and
10, and with 420 stratified randomly selected handicapped students:. The sample
sizes, after attrition, were 296 nonhandicapped and 248 handicapped students.
Handicapped students classified within 12 of the 14 State defined categories of

handicapping condition were sclected and grouped on a functional basis that
corresponded to six classroom instructional groupings used in the district (i,

mildly handicapped, behavior disordered, moderately handicapped, severely
handicapped, communication disordered, and hard of hearing and deaf). Regular
education group size ranged from 52 to 63 students and special education groups
from 33 to 69 students. Tests for regular education students measured cognitive

outcomes in reading and math. These ‘students were given short forms of the
California Achievement Tests (CAT). All handicapped students were tested on

measures related -to objectives on their IEPs. For moderately and severely

handicapped students, those measures included _teacher-designed items on
cognitive, language, gross motor, fine motor, and self-help tasks. Short forms of
the CAT and the Wide Range Achievement Tests were given to mildly handicapped

students and to students with behavior disorders. In addition, students with

behavior disorders were given a behavioral assessment.

_ Tests were administered in June, July, September, October, Novémber, and
December, 1984. The test cycles were scheduled so that six weeks elapsed

between the June-July and July-September assessment dates for the measurement
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of regression.  Four weeks elapsed bctwccn the Septcmbcr to December

assessments, representing the recoupment phase. Tests administered to all
students were scored and reliability coefficients computed for measures
administered to the handicapped students. _Regression was defined_as the amount

of skill loss occurring between June and September. Opcratxonally this was

defined as the difference in the percent of items answered correctly in Scptcmbur

minus the percent correct in June: Rccoupmcnt was defined as the gain in skills

occurring in the fall of the school year.

with a 744 pcrccnt gam in_score. smcc Scptcmbcr 15 On thc bas:s of . thcsc

data, the district dctermined that normal -recoupment, on . the average, is

completed by about November first by nonhandicapped students. . To the extent

that handicapped students differed from "normal® (i.c., did not rccoup skill loss by

Nchmbcr f 1rst). thcy would, prcsumably. require cducatxonal services during the

summer months to enable them to benefit from the 180-day school year program.

In order to determine cutoff scores for what constitutes s;gmfxcant
regrcssmn with lack of recoupment, the confidence intervals for the overall

difference scores were computed.  Sincé this study was only interested in
determining cutoff scores for handicapped students; only data from the tests
administered to these students were included in the computation of confidence
intervals. Analyses were conducted to establish the size of the interval for June

to November difference scores for each type of test administered to the

handicapped students. . This provided information about how large a difference

between June and Novcmbcr would have to be found tefore it could be determined

whether thc score was s:gmf 1cantly dxffcrcnt from "normal" rcgrcssmn/rccoupmcnt

Statistics were computed for each grade level, handxcapped group, and test type.

The study found that all handicapped students demonstratéd patterns -of
regression and recoupment similar to nonhandicapped students; with the exception
of communication disordered students who showed minimai regression on a test of
articulation and complete recoupment by October: With respect to. the

performance of students with communication disorders, the study report cautions

that gencral language development of these students was not tested. The scores

of mildly handicapped students were lower than their regular ediication
counterparts, but their overall pattern, rate of regress; and rate of- recoupment
were found to be similar. For- all test typcs, these students had more than

recovered their losses by the November testing.  Students with behavioral

disorders performed on the CAT in a similar way to nonhandicapped studcnts with

the cxccptxon of reading comprehension where performance was lower; marked

rcgrcss:on on thc behavioral assessment was found and recoupment was slow and
incomplete in December. Students in the hard of hearing and -deaf group
performed almost 1dcnt;cally to nonhandicapped students; their overall pattern of
scores; rates of regression and recoupment, and performance level were largely
the same.

215 237



_The most significant differences between the nonhandicapped and

handicapped groups wére found for moderately and severely handicapped students:

The moderately handicapped group included students of all ages classified as
moderately mentally retarded, and mild to moderately functioning children aged
three to six; classified as developmentally handicapped; all children in this group
were served in self-contained classes and functioned academically .in the range of
onc-third to two-thirds of their chronological age.  Students served in

sclf-contained  classes were classified as  severcly/profoundly retarded,

muitihandicapped, and developmentally handicapped; these students function at less

than onec-third of their chronological age and were served in self-contained
classes. Not only was the regression of these students found to occur faster; but
their recoupment was slower than for other groups of students. In cognitive
arcas, their recoupment was not complete by December. Of interest, however,
was that on speech/language, gross and fine motor, and self-help test items, the
recoupment rate of these students was similar to that of students in the regular

cducation program.

. The results of this study were used by the district to establish cutoff scores
indicating significant regression with lack of recoupment for cach group of

handicapped students; and for cach of several test types (e.g., teacher designed,
commercial; criterion-referenced tests; WRAT subtests: behavior assessments; etc.).
Subscquent to this study, teachers applied these cutof fs to data collected on all
handicapped students in the district. Teachers throughout the district were given
guidelines in the spring specifying that they select a minimum of three [EP
objectives and measuring devices for each of their students. Students were tested

in June, September, and November, and, based on the difference between the June

and November scores, were identified for referral to extended school year services

for the following summer. As a result of this process; in 1985 approximately 11
percent of the moderately and severely handicapped students served in the district

and approximately 1 percent of _the mildly handicapped students were referred for
extended school year services. No student classified as behavior disordered, deaf

or hard of hearing qualified for service on the basis of regression/recoupment. A

small number of additional students were referred for extended year services

cither because they had experienced a significant change in their medical status,
or had made no cducational progress during _the school year. Of the 4,522
handicapped students served in Seattle in the 1985 academic year, a total of 1.26
percent qualified under the regression/recoupment, change in medical status, and

no educational progress categories.

/7;7"@ to_Follopw-Up
Michigan School Code has required jocal

- W
wRCCIAL ducation.  Since 1973, the N\
districts in the State to collect follow-up data for 1 year on handicapped students

exiting special education, In 1986, revisions to those provisions were cnacted
which require intermediate school districts (ISDs) to describe in their annual plan

the procedures used to modify the delivery of special education programs and
services. based upon that follow-up data. As a 1984 review of 57 ISDs’ plans

revealed a wide degree of variation among the ISDs in the methods and
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proccdurcs uscd to 1mplemcnt thcxr follow up systcms the Mrchrgan SEA funded a

project to analyie the follow-up procedures and prepare recommendations for a

more practical and useful approach to Statewide data collection.

‘The study recommended that the student follow-up process include a student
registration form to be completed at the time a student exited a program or

service data collection on a qrrarterly bas:s tclcphonc survey tcchniqucs to

ggggral cducagron, for students lcavrng school from spccral, cducanon and for
different categories of disability,-- It was further recommended that the SEA
develop the capacity to analyze ISD data and provide analytic reports to these
districts within -two weeks to facilitate better use of the data at the local level:

Reports would inciude factors rclatrng to school/commumty ad;ustmcnt spec:f:c

traits that become predictors of success or lack of success, level of employability

by disability, method of exiting special education by disability, and type of

program as predictor of postschool adjustment.

process bascd upon thes¢ recommendations. The pr,lmary, purposc,,of ,thc pxlot
study was to validate a pi.cedure for following up special education students 1

year after they exited programs or services. Eight school districts ‘volunteered to

participate in_the pilot study to provide initial baseline data relating to their

former students, to determine the degree of cffort it would take to contact

students and collect information, and to provide other feedback as recessary to
assist the SEA dcvelop a systematic Statewide plan for data collection and
analys:s The approach was valrdatcd by thcsc drstncts through a rcvrew of 1,342

survey for 963 of these studcnts The authors note that while the districts that

volunteered to participate in the validation study are representative of districts

throughout the State, they were not selected through any particular sampling

technique, and, thus, gencrahzatrons should be made with caution.

,,,,,,

The sample of students in the pilot study included all catcgoncs of

handrcappmg conditions; with 38 percent classified as learning disabled upon

exiting spccral cducation, 37 percent as speech and language impaired, and 14

percent as emotionally impaired: In addition, almost half of the 1,342 students in

the  sample  exited special .education by returning to general education (48.8

percent) while 27.8 percent graduated with a diploma, and 6.4 percent dropped out
of school before completing their program. For the pilot study, data analyses
were not conductcd by handrcappmg condition.

that the vast ma;onty of exiting students (four out of five) had spent less than

half of their time in special education prior to exiting. Only 16 percent were

identified as having received any vocational education training, with 12 percent of
these being regular vocational education programs. Analysis of data on 174 of the
students who returned to general education _{excluding speech and language
students), revealed that 80 percent were doing "C" or better in general education;
and in most cases (82 percent) their behavior and social adjustment was as well
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or better as compared with other classmates. Further, 45 percent of the students

had many friends, got along well withou! community assistance, and had no

continued need for further special education services. However, 64 percent were
not likely to participate in extra curricular activities, and 62 percent were not
involved in any out-cf-school activities.

For 394 handicapped students who exited school, the data indicate that seven

out of ten were not currently involveG in any type of postschool training

program; of the 18 percent who were, one out of three was enrolled in a
community college. = Further, 68 percent of the students were employed,

three-quarters working full-time. Four out of five of the former special

cducation students were living with their family and nine out of 10 were not

réceiving any other assistance from community or private individuals or agencies,
such as a psychologist, a department of social services, or vocational

rehabilitation;

- While these data would suggest that the students included in the follow-up

study seem to be rcasonably _ well  adjusted socially, emotionally, and
occupationally, it is important to note that the wvast majority (75 percent), were
classified as learning disabled (38 percent), or speech and language impaired (38
pereent), prior to exiting special education. Data relating to the severely

impaired students was available only on an extremely limited basis, and detailed
analysis was therefore not conducted for that population;

- .. The procedures used to obtain thesc data were validated through the pilot
study and deemed to be reasonable and beneficial. It is anticipated by the State

that the data gathered from this process when implemented statewide will be used
to improve curriculum, aid in _IEP planning, support the transitionary process,
develop further -interagency cooperation, and provide a base for further decision
making, rule revision, and funding,

_The Office of Special Education Programs, State Educational Agencies; and

local educational agencies as illustrated in this chapter, are rigorously committed

to assessing and assuring the implementation and effectiveness of providing all

handicapped children a free appropriate _public education. Implementation of

Federal and State statutes and regulations for educating handicapped children are

being monitored on g more continuous, comprehensive basis. _However, it is clear
bilities is still being

that Federal and State capacity to carry out-these résponsi

developed and refined: Complementing these Federal and State efforts has been a
significant increase in attention to program cvaluation. This conclusion is not
only based on studies such as those -reported in this chapter but the priority and

attention States have given to -such activities as their joint effort to develop
cffectiveness indicators for special cducation being coordinated by the Mid-South
Regional Resource Center at the University of Kentucky. The Federal and State
compliance monitoring of _policy, procedure;, and practices coupled with program

cvaluations designed to assess their effect and impact, provides assurance that
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future programs and services to handicapped infants, toddlers, children, and youth
and their families; based on this administrative vigilance and commitment to
program improvement will continue.

A rangc of stndncs has. bccn conducted at chcral Statc, and local levels to

carry out their respective responsibilities to cvaluate the impact and effectiveness

of special education and related services for handicapped children in accordance
with the mandates of EHA-B. These studies contribute to the growing body of
knowledge on the impact and cffectiveness of sp- 'al education and related

services nationally, and at the State and local levels. ihe studies conducted thus
far have provided information on  the implementation of . EHA-B, identified
effective programs and practices in eiucating handicapped childrén, and ¢xamined

cost-effective strategies for meeting the nceds of these children.  Studies

currently underway promisc to further expand this body of knowledge. Yet

information is not aiways shared across lcvcls although local, State, and chcral

educational agencics have mutual interests in assessing the effectiveness of efforts

to educate handicapped children.
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ABSTRACTS OF STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY/FEDERAL

EVALUATION STUDIES

S e &:Ql; 'P,,

- "impact and Effectivencss of Categorical Programs for Low
Achieving Students:"
Project Director:  Jane Dailey

Cost: Federal Share: $136,979

Total: $242,343

Project Period: October 1, 1986 to March 31, 1988

Abstract:
. The Washington Superintenden: of Public Instruction will evaluate three
distinct aspects of curriculum based assessment. First, the study will evaluate the

effects of curriculum based assessment versus norm referenced procedures for

determining - categorical cligibility. Second; variables will be defined which
distinguish categorical programming from standard programming received in the

regular education setting. Third, the study will measure the long term impact of

categorical programming on a student’s career.

.- The curriculum based assessment study will compare types of students found
cligible for _three categorical programs. (special education/learning _disabilities,

Chapter 1/disadvantaged, and the Remedial Assistance Project) based upon typical

norm-referenced assessment versus curriculum_ based -assessment. - Data for all
elementary-aged students  referred for assessment  for any of the categorical
supportive programs will include student gender, age, cthnicity, referral variables;
academic programming, intensity of services, and ability and achievement test

scores. . The data generated by the curriculum based assessment study will be
adequate for establishing functional guidelines for determining student eligibility

within regular settings of categorical programming.

- - The categorical guideli tudv will utilize an observational device to
determine the parameters of acceptable categorical programming. The evaluation
will study the distinction between. categorical services and regular services which
are supplemental and therefore qualify for additional funding. The final outcome

will not only be measured in terms of student performance but also in terms of



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

xndcpcndcnt vanablcs of enhanced services. Data collcctmn wnll takc placc thrcc
times by three different sources (two advxsory teams and a jocal site team) in
three classrooms in the three district test sites. . The _selected classrooms will be
serving the tarpst populations. in regular scttmgs (not pullout programs).

Interrater agreemeénts and covariance between the three sets of data on each
classroom wiii be analyzed:

1mpact of categorical programming on a student’s school career. Study fmdmgs

will be. rcsponsxvc to the following concerns: Do students who receive special

instruction in the regular classroom perform higher -on academic and social

measurds in. the subscqucnt ‘academic year as compared to similar studcnts who

received pullout instruction? What is the impact of special instruction in the

regular classroom or pullout programs meet high school graduation reqmrcments"

Arc these students employed -after graduation from. ‘high schoo!? The student

evaluation system for data collection will be 1mp1cmcnted in all three districts and

will utilize existing data typically collected in the district.. Additional data will

include demographic and. _program._variables, achievement data, behavior ratings;

and post-school placements. All students being served, or who have been served,

by the target categorical programs will bc included in the sample.



_ "Evaluation of the Impact of Special Education Services on Moderately and

Severely Handicapped Individuals.”
Project Director: william MacKay
Cost: Federal Share: $110,000
SEA Share; § 76.590
Total: $186,590

Project Period: October 1, 1986 to March 31; 1988

Abstract:

- The Nebraska Department of Education will study the impact of special
cducation services on the post school success of trainable mentally retarded
adults. The components of post school success and _the_ factors influencing
success._will be investigated. The study methodology utilizes a qualitative case
study of 60 mentally retarded individuals; selected from five sites across Nebraska,

to_assess. their present level of- post-school success. Data ‘will be gathered on the

[amily, community and cducation system characteristics, and the factors in these
individuals’ lives which may have influenced. that level of success. The sample

will be selected from thé Trainable Handicapped Adults in Nebraska who fall into
either of two age categorics: Granduated from Special Education in the last three
years or graduated prior to the 1973 implementation of the Nebraska Special
Education Legislation.

A general survey methodology will generate quantitative data on broader
program and community characteristics as well as _process variables relative to the

educational program. The survey sample will consist of 120 mentally retarded
individuals randomly selected from the initial five sites. Data for collection
regarding. the- school setting -will_ include the type of intervention used; the

method of arriving at decisions regarding individual student programming and the
overall curriculum, and a measure of post school success.  Community

characteristics for investigation include the employment level, the availability of

other agenCy support, and variations in_types of living aad employment

opportunities in the community. . _Data generated by the general survey will
supplement the case studies and provide information both on the impact of state
and federal legislation on handicapped individuals and the factors which seem to

influence this ir~~ct,
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- 'Evaluatxon of thc Impact and Effcctxvcncss of Rcccnt Changcs in Flondas
Graduation and Competency Test Standards on the Educational Opportunities
Provided Handxcappcd Students.”

Pro;cct Dxrcctor Lynn Groves
Cost: Federal Share: $115,000
_lIl. ,:17:”- L o oo
Total: $191,670
Project Period: October 1, 1926 to March 31, 1988
Abstract:

- ch:slatxvc changcs in hxgh school graduatxon rcqmrcmcn{s in the State of
Florida have created a- variety of educational reforms which may affect the
success - of handicapped _students _at _the sccond’ary level: ~ The legislation

emphasizes student academic requirements for earning high school credits and a

high__school _diploma. . The Florida Decpartment of Education will study the

programmatic and student outcomes resulting from implementation of these

legislative requirements:

The. cvaluatmn examines state and Iocal educational agency accomphshmcnt
of intended outcomes resulting from state legislative changes; and the extent to
which implementation of the intended methods and processes of the néwly
established programs are occuring. Finally; through policy -analysis and synthesis
of the collected evaluative data, study results will include recommendations
concerning appropriate structuring of secondary programs for handicapped
students.

The study mcthodology utxlxzcs both quantltatwc and quahtativc strategies

for data collection and analysis. A quantitative analysis of historical data
provides the basis for making judgements about the scope and breadth of benefits

and problems for handicapped students surrounding the implementation of
l’cg:slatxve changcs Tlii§ éi‘iélYSii ii'ibliidES cxamination of D"ciiiéi’i‘lé in éhiii‘iﬁéb

gradnatcs by. typc of dlplonia to thc number. of handncappcd studcnts in sccondary

programs. The qualitative analysis generates composite case studies depicting

vanous studcnt dccxsnon options that are avaxlablc and thc ways m whxch changcs

The data collcgtx,on, procedures include obﬁcryatxons mtcrvxews and surveys of thc
perceptions of key informants and stakehoiders in exceptional, regular, and
vocational education.
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~ The study w111 prov;dc clanfxcanon of thc status of ,Secon;ciéri education
programs for handicapped students and their mtcr-rclatxonshnps with avenues for

attaining certification of competence that lead to gainful employment and

personally rewarding living patterns:

N‘
Cr
[T




'lnvcstngatxon mto Measurable Bchavxoral Change in Bchavxorally/Emononally
Handicapped Students as it Relates to the Provision of Instruction in Alternative
Behaviors."

Project Director:  E. Lowell Harris
Cost: Federal Share: $ 37,312
EA Share: § 25231
Total: $ 62,543
Project Period: Septémber 1, 1986 to February 29, 1988
Abstract:
The North Carolina study evaluates the effects of Instrictiod Ve

Behavior, a behavior targeting and curriculum development system, on behavioral
change of Behaviorally/Emotionally: Handicapped (B/EH) students. Instruction in

New Behavior involves the identification of target behaviors for individual

students, the teaching of appropriate alternatives to inappropriate behaviors at

awareness, understanding, and application levels, and the identification of progress

towards the transfer of new behaviors in general settings.

Both the cxpcnmcntal and the control groups: consist of 180 1dcnt1f|cd B/EH
students randomly selected from 72 service delivery centers. . The levels

(clementary; middle and secondary);, the delivery systems (seif- -contained and

resource) ani the demographic areas (urban, suburban and rural) offer a

comprchcnsnvc representation of the demographic areas, levels, and delivery

systems in which students in North Carolina are served.

_All service providers in the experimental centers will instruct B/EH students
in_new behaviors based upon the strategies presented in "Instruction _in New
Behaviors”. Service providers in the control centers will not provide the same

instruction. Change in behavior will be measured by comparmg intensity,

frequency and duration scores of students who have partlcxpated in the curnculum

with -students. who have not received this instruction; For students in

cxpcnmcntai settings, additional data will be collected regarding instructional time

required for mastery of new behaviors at awareness, understanding and application

levels:




"Thc Impact and Effcctxvcncss of Entrancc and Exit Criteria for Special
Education Programs in ancsota

i’rojéct Director: Thomas Lombard
Cost: Federal Share: $121,932
A e < n
Total: $205,630
Project Period: October 1, 1986 to March 31, 1988
Abstract:

_The ancsota Dcpartment of Education will mvcstxgatc the xmpa;,t and

cffcctnvcncss of local entrance and exit criteria for six special education program

areas: Learnmg dxsab.hucs mxld mental handicaps; moderate-severe mental

hand;caps emotional/behavioral disorders, physical handicaps; and other health
impaired.

A companson of school dlStl’lCtS that use the SEA recommended criteria with

districts that use locally designed criteria will generate information on differences

in subjectivity, usefulness for developing instructional programs; inclusion of

inappropriate practices, and the technical adequacy of assessment practices:

The proposcd study wnll evaluate currcnt practnccs and possible alternatives

which could result in greater specification and homogeneity in each of the six

program areas. The project will demonstrate and describe the differential effects

rcsultmg from the applxcatxon of various entrance and exit criteria. Using a

sample of recently referred handicapped children; the study will determine the
effectiveness of SEA and LEA criteria to place studcrits in various educational
program optnons

A dcscnptlvc analysxs of mformatnon collected from interviews with spcc:al

cducatnon staff wxll dcscrnbc the mflucnccs on regular education practnccs

rcsultmg frorri vanous entrance and exit criteria, and assist districts in

determining appropriate interface between rcgular and special education.



'TB§ Impact and Effectiveness of Occupational Thérapy Services in Special
Education Programs.”
Project Director: Thomas Lombard

Cost: Federal Share: § 81,688

Total: $136,687

Project Period: October 1, 1986 to March 31, 1988

Abstract:

The Minnesota Department of Education will investigate the impact on

educational and non-cducational gains of students with learning disabilities (LD),
emotional/behavioral disorders (EBD) and mild mental handicaps (MMH) who
receive occupational therapy as a related service versus similar students who do

not receive occupational therapy.

~ The experimental group consists of students receiving continuous provision of

occupational therapy services. -  Educational gains will be measured by

administering a curriculum based assessment to a sample of approximately 30-50
handicapped students assigned to clementary ELD/EBH/MMH programs.

Students progress. will be measured by a time series analysis at biweekly

intervals on IEP goal arcas. The control group consists of students not recciving
these same services. Gains in academic performance over time will be compared

with focus on the differences between the group recciving special education only

and the group receiving special education and occupational therapy services.

skills, gross motor skills, sensory integration, tactile defensiveness, seif-help

skills, communication skills, activity level and on-task behavior. Data will be
collected on LD, EBD and MMH students receiving occupational therapy. The
results of the study will compare the two groups in the non-academic areas and

identify group differences attributed to receipt of occupational therapy services.



"Relevant Educational Assessment and Interventions Model."

Project Director: Jeffrey Grimes
Cost: Federal Share: $120,992
S T
Total: $259,752
Project Period: Scptember 1, 1986 to February 29, 1988
Abstract:

prc -referral iuterventions dcsngncd for studcnts with lcarmng and/or behavioral

problems who are referred, or about to be referréd, to special education by

regular classroom teachers.

Model adoptcd for this mvcstxgatxon The Model cons;sts of thrcc tcchmqucs.

Behavioral consultatnon curriculum bascd asscssmcnt and referral question
consultative decision making. The fundamental feature of these techniques is to

change the initial question considered in addrcssmg teferrdl conceris. Frgqucmly,
the initial approach to referral concerns is to consider if the handicapped student
can _be_classified as Jiéridiééi:iﬁéd In contrast; the initial referral -question in the
Behavioral Interventions Model is to ask what can be done to modify the regular

classroom to produce greater success in learning or more appropriate social
behavior.

School psychologists, school social workers and SpCCial education consultants
in the 15 intermediate educational units rcsponsxblc for special education and
related services to all school- age children in the State of Iowa will apply new

skills in prereferral interventions. The interventions consist of using ore_or more

components of the Behavioral Interventions Model. The evaluation will focus on

three levels of possible effects resulting from application of the interventions:
(H changc in how related service professionals view the referral concerns,
{2) outcomes ‘with students in termis of resolving the learning and/or social
behavior problems; (3) teacher reactions to the prereferral interveinitions, and
(4) system effects:

Influcnce on how rclatcd service professionals view the referral concgrn will
be assessed by the degree to which school psychologists, school social workers
and spccnal education consultants apply the components of the Behavioral
Intervention Model to -assess the referral problem. Student effects will be
assessed by the analysis of data gencrated on the nature of initial referral
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concerns, behavioral definitions, interventions utilized to resolve the problem
within a regular classroom; and the success or failure of that intervention.
System effects will be cvaluated by analysis of the numbers of students referred;

nature. of referrals, the proportion of referrals resulting _in. preplacement
evaluations, and the proportion of students for whom preplacement evaluations

result in special education placement. Data concerning the reactions of teachers

who have referred students will be collected on initial teacher satisfaction with
an alternative form of service, and at follow-up several months after the
interventions have béen discontinued:

Study. results will provide usable data concerning the effécts of behavioral

interventions applied by related service personnel to  students experiencing

learning and behavieral problems in regular classroom settings. Implications of
study. results will address how reluted service personnel apply interventions,
criteria to determine effectiveness of services, and use of related service
personnel to assist regular educators in designing interventions for application in
regular education settings.



"A Study of the Impact and Effectiveness of Related Services in Producing

Desired Student Qutcomes.”
Project Director: Robert McClelland and Glenn Hirata

Cost: Federal Share: $151,094

Total: §i53,849

Project Period: October 1, 1586 to March 31, 1988

Abstract:
__ The Hawaii Department of Education will assess the effectiveness of related
services in producing desired student outcomeés by investigating the comparative

effects of individual versus group speech/language therapy, direct versus indirect
(consultative) . occupational, physical, and speech/language therapy, and by
determining the level of progress of students receiving occupational therapy and

physical therapy in an educational setting: The study will also assess the type
and number of special education students who require mental health seérvices but

have not been served, the particular services they require, and current resources

available or required to provide services.

students, ages 4 - 12 receiving individual therapy, and 70 matched students
receiving group therapy comprise the study sample.

- s¢pational therapists, physic ] therapists, and specch/lansuage pathologists will

generate information on effe:tive methods of providing service, and assist in

cle-ifying who-n students are .nost likely to receive benefit from consultation
se:v'ces. The :~ethodology utiiizes a_ survey of all speech pathologists, physical
77 «oicts and ¢.cupational theranists to determine if students receive consultation

.€ oot servi. .. Information ;athered from speech/language/hearing statistical
505 and - physial therapy/‘occunational therapy monthly logs are used to

- ompow orofils clharacteristics of st ients who receive consultative services. The
i@ wiil ~tudy information gl-.ned from adaptive behavior scales, functional
s.i1's cooe asts, and expressive and receptive language tests to investigate the

Cig s % 0 students receiving occupational therapy, 50 students receiving

phy “.i inerzay, wad 125 students receiving speech/language therapy. A random
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sample of 10 occupational therapists, 10 physical therapists and 50 speech
pathologists as well as parents and teachers of students previously sampled will be
surveyed to compare perceived effectiveness of consultation and direct services.

___An cxamination of the j physical therapy and

v _in_ producing desired student outcomes in learning disabled,

fearning impaired, moderately retarded and severely multiple handicapped students

will generate information concerning which students benefit most from physical
therapy and occupational therapy. A basic skills inventory and behavioral
checklist will be completed for a randomly chosen sample of 180 learning
impaired, learning disabled, modecrately retarded, snd ssverely multiple handicapped
students receiving physical therapy 2 - - “tional therapy services. This
information will_ be gathered near tk * of the school year and one

calendar year later. Gain scores iated and compared across

handicapping conditions. Weekly cha! ¢+ by physical therapists will
indicate student progress along 5. ¥ vies.  Surveys of parents and
students’ teachers will indicate stuc: ;s v + 1 ther-py over the course of one
year.

The investigation of the nature and extent of ial education students in
1 of mental health services will utilize a needs assessment survey of a sample
of 400 special and reguiar education teachers in Hawaii to identify the number of
special education students requiring mental health services; the number currently
receiving such services, the types of services needed, and staff currently available

to provide services. A second needs assessment survey will be administered to a
random sample of 100 principals and 100 school counselors who will provide

estimates of (1) the number and types of special education students requiring
mental health services, (2) the types of mental health services required by those
students, (3) resources currently available, and (4) additional resources needed to
provide mental health services.



Abstracts of State Educational Agency/Federsl Evaluatior

__"Evaluation of the Effects of Néw York State’s Instructional Program
Options, Support Services; and Procedures Used Prior to Referral for Special
Education and Upon Declassification from Special Education.”
Project Director:  Stephen Brown
Cost: Federal Share: $119,870
SEA Share: § 82,164
Total: $202,034

Project Period: November 1, 1985 to April 30, 1987

Abstract:

 The proposed evaluation will determine the avaiiability of instructional

program options and support services for students who are experiencing learning
difficulties. and who are not succezding in regular instructional programs. The

study will determine the relationship of these program options and services to the
number of students who are being identified as handicapped and in need of special
education programs and related services.

By comparing schools that provide and use a variety of program options and
support services for students before they are referred to special education with
schools that do not provide or use such services, the study will determine if and
how the provision of instructional options and services within regular education

affects the number of students in special education.

 Regular education classroom teachers selected in the sample will be
interviewed and asked to respond to case study examples, as follows:

(8) Utilization of IPDs and SSs.



(b) Which IPOs and SSs have they used with any pupils within a
given time frame (c.g;; within the past school year), and
what were the outcomes in each case.

(€) Select or rank thosc they believe would be most helpful to

children with learning problemis.

(d) Identify those indicators '(é;iéﬁji:ii)ér and behavioral) that

Suggest a student has a learning preblem and the processes
(formal and informal) they would use to obtain assistance or
support.

(6) Have any of their students obtained IPOs o §Ss privately o
out-of-school?

(f) Regarding class registers, what number of pupils transferred
into or out of the class within a given time frame; what are
the reasons fcr pupils moving in or out of class; what
number of pupils are referred to COH and the outcome of

such referrals.

(8) With the use of a standardized "case study" technique,
teachers will be provided with a capsule description of three
pupils with learning problems of varying degrees of severity.
(SEA project and inkind staff will devise brief descriptions of

nine pupils; threc for each of three scalés tailored to the
characteristics of three grade categories: clementary, middle,

and high school). Teachers will be asked which; if any, IPOs

or SSs_they would recommend for each of the three case
study pupils, and which of the pupils, if any, they would

refer to COH for evaluation.

Special education_teachers selected ini the sample will be interviewed to identify
which IPOs and SSs are available and describe the processes and factors involved

in declassification of students from special education.
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ﬁbdci, in the Referral of Lvﬁrmng Disabled and Bchavxorally/Emot:onally
Handicapped Students:"

Project Director:  E. Lowell Harris
Cost: Federal Share: $ 16,939
e Share: § 13.690
'i;otai: 529,565
Project Period:  Ociober 1, 1985 to March 31, 1987

Abstract:

.~ The proposed evaluation will investigate the effectiveness of the North
Carolina pre-referral and intérvention model in terms of cost, time, referral
appropriateness, and ‘mpact of training mocdels:

North _Carolina _regulations for determining Learning Disabilities and

Behavioral/Emotional Handicaps were revised in 1985. The revised regulations now
require two levels of documentation for the identification of students with these
hai‘idiCébbiﬁg cbi‘iditibﬁﬁ In ﬂié tWo”l'eV'cl iriti:i'i)i:i'itibti bi’bbi:ﬁﬁ thi: fii'St lcVi:l ijf

referral, and the sccond level of intervention is recommended by a school

support/assistance/ intervention team after a pre-referral has been submitted.

The sccond level of intervention is carried out by the classroom teacher and the
results are analyzed by the team in determining whether a referral for special
;ducatwn assessmie.:t should be submitted. At present, North,,Carol,ma does not
hzve the data tc Jeterm:.e whether the model is effective. The data collected
and analyzed tr-ough this rioiect will provide the answers to the question of
effectivenssc

- Twenty-four s.i¢>5 of ¢lementary level (K-8), junior higk middle level (7-
&9, =nd senior higl lcvel (9-12) will be selecied to participate in the project.
T-we ichools ia eack of <hese three levels will be selected to receive one of four

forms of trairiag: 1) on<site trammg of assistance/intervention teams, 2) trammg
of all classroo.n i¢achers and assisiance intérvention teams, 3) video tape training

of all ciassrour: teachers  and assxstancc/mtcrvcntnon teams _(tapes made
from ftysining sbove}l, and. 4) no trammg Twenty-four data callcctors {one per

schocy; wili be irained to use the pre- -referral (Focus of Concern) form, the

suppo't,asS'str.ncr/mtcrvcntxon team record; and student assessment/ placement

records to identify information to be trarisfcrrcd to the coded data collection

“orr. Anticipated pre-referrals submitted to the support/assistance intervention
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teams will be approximately between 70 and 90 per school. Therefore, data from

approximately 1,680-2,160 pre-referrals wiil be analyzed to investigate 1) the

impact of academic and/or behavioral intervention | .ocedures on frequency of
specific presenting problems, frequency of pre-referrals _Tesulting in special
education assessment, and frequency of verification of handicapping condition; 2)
the impact of each of four training models upon teacher and

support/assistance/intervention team intervention efforts; and 3) whether
assistance is received faster through pre-referral/intervention or through dircet

referral, and if assessment costs of inappropriate referrals are reduced.
The data analyzed throvgh this project will be wsed to answer such questions

I. Do teachers and students receive assistance within fewer
school days through the pre-réf -ral procedure than through

the direct referral procedure?

2. Does the training of regular classroom teachérs in

intervention strategies affect the choices of interventions
employed prior to submitting pie-referrals?

3.  Does the training of regular classroom teachers in
intervention strategies affect the frequency with w hich pre-
referrals are submitted?

4. Does teacher training in intervention strategies affect ihe

frequency of inappropriate (not verifiable) referrals?

5. Does there appear to be a relationship between teacher
training and “presenting problems” identified on the pre-

referral?

Q\\

Does therc appear to be a relationship between "presenting
problems” and verification of handicap or referrals made?

7.  Does thédécli@énf:ed (previously identified handicapped)
student continue to present problems for the classroom
teacher?

8.  Does there appear to be a,'réiatiéti;}iifajéi@ééﬁ race, school
ievel and race, sex, frequency of pre-referred;, or

appropriateness of referrals?

Frequency distritution tables and comparative tables will be used to report the
finding: of tne proiect.




“An Investigation of Program Characteristics that Enhance Handicapped
Studerts’ Performance on the Minimum Competency Test."

Projsct Director: David Hayden
Cost: Federal Share: $105,743

Total: 5178 443

Project Period: Octobe: 1 ', to March 3i, 1987

Abstract:

The Maryland State Department of Educarion will evaluate the effectiveness

of schoolwide and individual program options offered to handicapped students that

enhance these students” ability to pass the Maryland Functionzl Reading Test
(MFRT) and document the educational decisions made for these students
subsequent to passing or failing the MFRT.

The evaluation study is guided by the general purpose statements of:

(1) documcntmg and describing existing program supports available to handicapped

students in preparation for taking the Maryland Functional Reading Test;

(2) determining the effectiveness of these program supports as measured by

handicapped students’ performance on the MFRT; and (3) identifying what program

decisions are made subsequent to a student passing or failing the MFRT.

~ To provndc necessary mformat:on, the evaluation study must answer the
followmg questions:
I.  What are the statewide performance trends of handicapped

students served in Levels I-IV who take the MFRT?

2. What schoolwide and individual program mog..; gtnﬁoﬁqsﬂarc

madc available to handi.apped students to prepare them to
take the MFRT?

3. Which of these program motifications relate to handicapped
students’ successful performarce on the MFRT?

___ The overall plan to address these questions consists of three levels. At the
first level, existing performance data on all handicapped students who took the

MFRT will be analyzed to determine trends in students’ performance by level of
service, handicapping condition, and school type.
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At the second; a sample of no fewer than five LEAs representing the major

geographic and demographic features of Maryland LEAS have. been selected for
investigation of school .program features. At the last level, a sample of ninth
grade level I-1V students who will take the MFRT for the first time in October,
1986 will be selected from within the five LEAs for indepth examination of
individual cducational programs provided during their eighth grade year as well as

intensive remed’ ' programs immediately pric - '~ aking the test. These same
students will be _ilowed.up in their tenth gras. ar to determine what changes
have been made to their educational programs and to determine if a relationship

exists between modification and pasting or failing the MFRT.

- Data at levels two and three will be analyzed separately to first determine
trends in program delivery. Then these data will be analyzed; using the sample
students’ Pass/Fail score on. the MFRT as the criterion to determine which

schoolwide (cight grade programs) and individual program features relate to
student performance. The project will identify trends in handicapped students
performance on the MFRT for school years 1982-83 to 1984-85; document and

describe programs and services available to handicapped student: in middle and
junior high schools that address the MFRT goals; identify which of these
programs relate to passing the MFRT; and, identify modifications in individual
education programs made for students based on thejr performance on the MFRT.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Kansas State Department of Education

"Evaluation of Identification and Prcasscssment Procedures in Kansas."
Project Director: Sidncy A. Coolcy
Cost: Federal Share: $118,929

SEA—SJHfC *$—39£3%

Total: $119,567

Projcct Period: November 18; 1985 to May 17, 1987

Abstract:
The proposed. cvaluation will (1) assess the. cffectiveness. of ncwﬁistatc

euxdc]mcs for dctermining cligibility and placecment of students m the arcas of

lcarmng disabilitics; behavioral disorders; arid spccch/]anguagc lmpalrmcnt and

(2) assess the cffectiveness of instructional programming options and scrcening
proccdures used prior to referral for placement of children in spccm] education

which have reccently been mandated by State rcgulations as "prcassessment”
procedures.

- With rcgard to the latter,; Statc rcgulations (K~2nsas Adninistrative
chulatibhs 1985) 'r'c'q'u'i'ré that bcforc a studcnt can bc rcfcrrcd for cvalun 3.:?n;

scttmg appnoprxatc for. hxs or her. 1gc and abxhty, and (b) it bc determined "

his or her potential for lcarmng has not bccn achieved in that rcgu]ar cducatxon

cnvironment: A precasscssment team s to be formed in cach buxldmg to gather
f'\lstmg data, obscrve thc student, and then make recommcndations for
n*odxf:c'mon of the rcgular cducatxona] environment in oider to present the
studcnt with appropriate cxpericnces for ,hxs or her age and ability. The team is
also to provide technical sunport and evaluate the cfforts of rcgular education to
meet the child’s -needs. Only after it has been documented that a student cannot
be cducated within the rcgular education sctting can the student be referred for
cvaluation of a handicapping condition:

With rcg'lrd to the former, the project is working under the assumption that
only through mdcpth casc studxcs of a hrgc represcntative samiple of both
studcnts 1dcnt1f1cd as handicapped, aiid relerred but not found to be handxcappcd
will it be possible to dectermince the effectiveness of the new guidclines and
screening procedures.

ol
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Seven sites, representing over 10 percent of the local educational agencies;

will be solicittd for an indepth case study/interview of the identification

process in the three categorical areas (learning disabilities, behavioral disorders,

_Rural arcas, mid-sized towns, urban aréas, and suburban areas will be
included as sites. The sites will also include the LEAs that have incidence rates

at, above, and below the State average. Cases will be selected in each of the
three arcas of special service being studied at the primary, elementary, - junior-
high, and senior-high level. Both cases in which handicaps were identified and

those in which the student was referred but not determined to have a handicap
will be examined.

Two types of data will be coliected during the si:c visits. The first will be

data from an extensive review of the student's files. The. tests and behavioral
rating scales used will be evaluated for thcii-,éijbi-@ijfiggqqgsg;f reliability, validity,

and norms. Test protocols will be reviewed for correctness of administration and

scoring. . Observational data will be reviewed to determine if it was relevant,
made under several different conditions, made by a trained observer, and made in

a_systematic manner. Other data; such as attendance records, grades, vision and

hearing screening records;, parent and teacher interviews, and medical/health

records will be examined to determine if they were relevart. | Recommendations

made by the preassessment team will be cvaluated to see if they were appropriate

for the given student. The second type of data collected will be obtained through
both structured and open-cnded interviews of preassessment and multidisciplinary

tcam members and administrators. The type of information gained from these

interviews will include the philosophy of the LEA and the individual personnel

interviewed, actual identification practices: level of administrative support and

leadership; how structured screening; preassessment, and evaluation procedures are

carried out; how closely preassessment and identification guidelines are followed:

how the interviewers _interpret the various guidelines; how valuable the

interviewers found the data in the student files with regard to decision making;
what and how effective were teacher interventions (programming options) made
before and as a result of preassessment; and were handicapping conditions other
than the referred one considered.

Data collected from the two procedures will be used to determine (1) what

and how were tiie cfforts made to meet the preassessment processes; (2) what
data were conside:ed during evaluatin~; (3) what is_ the philosophy of LEA and
individual staff members with regard to identification; (4) differences in

philosophy. screenirg, and assessment procedures which led to different incident
rates; (5) differcaces in tne interpretation and implementation of the new
identification guideiines aad preassessiment procedures. The results of the study

will be used to revise biate regulaiions and guidelines and to identify areas in
which technical assistance is needed:

A-22

265



177'777;7;7777 s . Dj77 - - [ E"i” ]
"Evaluation of Eligibility Criteria and Program Options."
Project Director: James Canfield

Cost: Federal Share: $ 95,942

Total: $163,992
Project Period:  October 1, 1985 to March 31, 1987

Abstract:

The proposed evaluation will focus on (1) the impact and effectiveness of
criteria used to determine eligibility and placement for students in various
program options and (2) the effectiveness of instructional programming options
and screening procédures used prior to référral for placement of children in
special education:

: An analysls of sclect¢d facets of the prc rcferral stage wnll be carned out
by examining the original referral statement of the teacher and extracting from
this statement the list of attributes for each child, numbering about 800. These
will be plotted by age, by handicapping condition, or by placercent/no placement
i-i:’cbm'riieﬁdatib'ris Thé i'i:siilts allow_for a détéi’iﬁiﬁétioﬁ 6(’ the extent to. Whiéh

placcmcms Wnttcn rcports and files relative to the recoramendations and

interventicns at this prereferral stage will be examined:

The posslblhty of contzamination exists relative to the judgments made at
thxs stage concerning furthcr rcfcrral and appraisal. It is possible that some
standardized tests are administered at this stage and t,hi:y,aft’;c’ct the decision to
recommend further appraisal. In effect, it may not be the intervention per se
thét ii'ifliii:i'ices thi: dccisibn tb ’cb’ri'd\ic’t fiii'ther assess'mém It ’m'ay bé ﬂiéi tési
1,s,,rccommcndcd Thc,chlld may still havc. major problcms. ,Accordmgly, thc
follow-up component of a sample of these children is needed for this endeavor:

The components of this phase will be plotted:

A bncf I::kcrt-Type scale wnll be developcd to assess tcacher rcacuon to thc

prereferral process. This will deal with such factors as the extent to which they
feel their input is important, the effects of the collaborative effort at this stage
and - the 1mpact thcy fee! this has upon the children. The scale will be

administered to a sample from acruss the threc school systems. Teac s at éach
grade or subject area will be included.
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An analysis of appraisal and placement procedures and recommendations will

be carried out by examining the school records of 100 handicapped children at
each age level 6. through 14. All three target samples will be included in

proportions represented within the samples of ‘the_ school districts.  The
each child will be entered into a list by age, type of

instruments used to appraise ente; to a
handicap, school, and school district. The technical -adequacy of the instruments

Will .be examined. This will be completed by examining the manuals for

statements of -rorms, samples, reliability and validity procedures. Comparison

between existing analyses will be undertaken. If there exists a significant number
on which no reviews are available, the project will constitute a consultant pool
and have these experts exanins the instruments for technical adequacy. Patterns

of use by age and other parameters will be studied.

_ Data on samples of identified handicapped children will be collected and then
analyzed via different rules: The subjects for this component of the inquiry will
be 60 learning disabled, 60 mildly retarded, ~and 60 bshaviorally
disordered/emotionally disturbed children at age 8 and at age 12. Thesc ages are

selected because instrumentation is generally technically adequate for these ages.

A _comparisor: will be made bétween children who are referred for special

édﬁéétioﬁ and those who are not. The study is limited to 60 children at age 8.

The basic question herein relates to the number of those not recommended for
referral who are judged in n:2d of special education in contrast to the number of
those recommended for referral who do not meet the criteria. From this it
should be possible to test the validity of the prereivital decision to recommend or
not to recommend special education appraisal. It might also show the validity, or

lack of; for teacher referrals or the prereferral intervention process.

~_ An analysis of learner attributes and instructional recommendations will be

carried out by ccmpiling a set of learner attributes as listed in ‘the teacher

referral and formal appraisal and matching these to the set of instructional
recommendations. Interrater reliability for the procedure will be established by

having three codes rate a common sample of 20. protocols. Consistency of
instructional divisions across these attributes wiil be assessed. A determination of

the extent to which teachers make curriculum. adjustments, based upon statemen‘s

of present levels of functioning and/or instructional adjustments based on learner

attributes, will be made by collecting assignments and instrictional materials that

ar¢ used by 30 individual children (at ages 9, 12, and 15) and by contrasting these
with present levels of functioning to determine curriculum match. That is, a

child in the 7tl: grade with a 3rd grade reading level would seem to be
mismatched between statement of present level of functioning and the curriculur.
level of materials. Collections of actual work samples and tests will provide

information relating to the instructional adjustments. Teachers of the above
specified children at ages 9, 12; and 15 will be surveyed relative to the types of

adjustments made on behalf of the children.

__An analysis of the relationship between teacher's subjective judgement of

children and appraisal practices will beé carried out by using statements from

teacher referrals delineating learner attributes. These will be coded into
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behavioral. or task only tcrms (cg docs not provndc thc corrcct oral rcsponsc to

written words) for separate content listings (e.g., sciecnce). Summary analyses will

be undertaken. It will be possible to examine teacher judgments of learner
performance across ages and handicapping condition and to differentiate the
effects of content or knowledge upon task or behavior. Specific attribiutes
specified in the teacher referral across the tests and other instruments utilized in
formal appransal will be tracked. The technique requires an analysis of the

interaction that takes place between examiner and child across each item or each

set_of items in th< appraisal process. These are coded to over 100 major

instruments and to some 1,000 subtests within these. The study will make a

comparison between quality of peiformance and quantity, the latter being scores

obtained on instruments during appraisal. Two approaches will be employed. The
first will inslve 30 mildly retarded and 30 learning- disabled childrén with
standardized reading scores at or above the second grade level. A sequence of
science readings “ill be selected at each grade level from first through about

fourth or fifth. 7This will establish a basal level and a ceiling. - Each reading will

be 100 words in length and the child will be requested to read each from. the

beginning through a level at which 20 percent or more errors are miade.

Comparisons will then be made between quality of performance (i.e; the nuniber
of words correctly read; the number of questions actually answered; the number of
words defined within the context of the paragraph) and placement level of the

standardized test. The second approach will be to contrast the typcs of reading

rules (e.g.; effect of two consonants together on pronunication) in both the

standardized test and the content reading.

An. analy=xs of thc success/failtire/status of thc chnld will be carried out by

two procedures. The first procedure will involve the collection of school marks;

pupil progression status and the results of State tests on the 100 children at each

grade level who comprise the historical samplc _The_ results of these will be

compxlcd and analyzcd ‘to dctcrmmc degrees ol’ succcss or failure. Thrcc ‘samples

ascjgnmcnts for chncsday and Fnday of a six week period in the fall of the

year. The subjects for this will include the children at three different age levels.

This will include homework ass:gnmcnts that are handcd in on those days and any

tests administered by the teachers. All additional data such as school marks,

progression, and State test results will be included.
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"State Education Agency/Fedcral Evaluition Studics Program."
Project Director:  He¢len Ferguson
Cost: Federal Share: $115,887

SEA Shate: $ 77.258

Total: $193,145
Project Period: October 1, 1985 to March 31, 1987
Abstract:

The Texas Education Agency will conduct an cvaluatian in two arcas:

(1) evaluation of the referral process involving students. who arc cxpericncing
learning problems and who arc not succceding in thc regular instructional
program; including the formative process that occurs before a teacher decides that

a_student cannot be taught in the regular classroom program and fromi which

emerges a teachcr’s judgements about the student’s teachability, and (2) cvaluation

of . the appropriateness; technical adequacy, and validity of current assessment
practices in relation to decisions about eligibility, intervention, and ptaccment of
ED students in various program options;

The evaluation will consist of three studies. Thé first is a validation study

of a teaches ‘uestionnaire to be uscd as a sciceninig device for students referred
for comprehensive assessment as being possibly lcarning disabled. The Texas
Education Agency Task Force on Emotional Disturbance has developed three
approaches to the identification of emotional disturbance bascd on the DSM-IIL, a

clarification document for the deinition of cmotional disturbance found in 34 CFR
390.5(b)(8);, and a bchavioral srstems-approach that uses a behavioral evaluation

scale. The second study of this project is a preliminary study of the technical
adequacy of these three different approaches. Respondcnts to the study consist
~{ beth private consultants and school district employees. The respondents will

analyze case studies of students currently identificd and served under another
handicapping condition, and students asscssed and found to be incligible for the
following purposes:

(1) to assess the technizal adequacy of the DSM-Iil's ability to

identify  emotionally disturbed students rcliably  (i.c.,
interrespondent agrcement with diagnoscs and determinations

of cmotional disturbance for sciected case studics) and
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validity (ic., agrcement among respondents with original
dcterminations of cmotionai disturbance for sclected casc
studics);

(2) to dctermine any increased costs and related benefits
associated with the usec of the DSM-1Il in the identification

of ¢motionally disturbed students; and

(3) to dctermine whether a tcacher rating scale based on
behaviorally defined criteria; such as the Behdvior Eviluation
Scale (BES) (McCarncy ct_al, 1983), contributes significantly
to the accuracy of identifying students as being cmotionally
disturbed.

"Thé third study is to ficld- tcst thc class:ﬁcauon systcms rcfmcd in thc

prclnmmary study; the DSM-{lI; behavioral S)Zstcms criteria, and the chcral

dcfinition of emotional d:sturbancc regarding (a) costs and cfficiency, (b)
rcl:abnllty, and (c) valndnty,iand to dcvclop rccommcndatnons for thc commissioners
and boards of the Texas Education Agency and the Texas Department of Mental
Hcalth-Mental Rctardatnon rcgardmg the usc of classification systems in the
identification of cmouonally disturbed students as cligivle for spccial education

instruction and related servizcs.
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___"An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Services for Preschool Handicapped
Children."

Project Diréctor: Sheila Draper

Cost: Federal Share: $127,176

SEA Share: $111,022

Total: $238,198
Project Period:  October 1, 1985 to March 31, 1987 °
| .
Abstract:

The proposed evaluation will provide infermation about the long- and short-

term  effectiveness of ~early intervention for handicapied _preschoolers.
Specifically, the outcomes of this project will be the answers to the following
questions:

() What are_the short- and long-term effects of early
interventior: for handicapped preschoolers aged birth to five?

(2) What kind of children make the most progress in infervention
over the short- and long-term?

(3) What factors arc associated with the greatest gains in
intervention?

(4) Does participating in a preschool program have an impact on

the handicapped child’s family and is there a relationship

between impact on th: family and child progress?

(5) Are parents satisfied with their handicapped preschooler's
program and how does parental satisfaction relate to child
progress?

(6) Are cducational services being provided to handicapped
children in the most effective manner possible?
__This Preschool Evaluation Project was initiated by the State of Maryland in

September 1983, for the purpose of creating a longitudinal data base of
handicapped preschoolers. Thus far, the Project has collected the following kinds
of information on two cohorts of handicapped preschoolérs who are new to special
services in Montgomery County:
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o  developmeéntal assessment prior to the initiation of special
services:

o  developmental assessment at the end of each schoo! year;

o  child demographic information;

o documentation of the type and quantxty of & services rcccxvcd

o initial and  end-of-the-year  assessment of  family

characteristics; and
o  parental satisfaction data.

In the first year of the pro_;ccti(i983 -84), 124 handxcappcd prcschoolcrs were

pre- and post-tested: In the second year, another 350 new chnldrcn _were pre-

tested. Two hundred and sixty-one of them, along with the first year’s children

were post-tested at the end of the school year. Major _activities to be

implemented through this current project will be continuation of the
aforementioned data collection to answer the questions indicated; -analysis of the

data collected during the second - school year of the project; addition of

information on a third cohort of children to *he data base; analysis of the three

years of data to provide efficacy informai:un; collection of cost data for four

school years, and comparison of program effectiveness indicators with cost
figures:

The evaluation is designed to be a longxtudmal prOSpCCthC study of cmldren

who receive spcc:al services before thcy start eclementary school. The chxldrcns

developmental status in seven areas is tested before they enter services and at

the end of each school year until they reach their sixth birthday. These data

will be analyzed using a technique called "value-added* analysm to see whether or

not the children’s growth exceeded that expected based on their preservice status.

The extent of growth due to program participation will be analyzed by

handxcappmg conditions to examine differential growth patterns among different

types of children. . Program factors will be related to extent of growth in a

rcgrcsswn analysis to 1dent1fy thosc circumstances under which ch:ldren made the

most gains. Changes in family characteristics and degree of parental satisfaction

will -be  analyzed and are related to extent of child gam due to program

participation by regression. Finally, the data on . program effectiveness will be

compared to the cost incirred to serve the children in the samplc to dctcrmmc
whether or not handicapped preschoolers are being served in the most cost
effective manner possible.
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*Transition Programs for the Handicapped: Impact and Effectiveness."

Cost: Federal Share: $ 99,944

Total: $175,669
Project Period: January 1, 1986 to June 30, 1987
Abstract:

The project will conduct a comprehensive, Statewide evaluation of transition

programs and services. This activity will begin with the development of an
¢valuation system to be used by LEAs. Following the development of the system,
40 programs throughout the State will be evaluated. The local data will be
aggregated - gain insight into the impact and effectiveness of transition

programs in :.-iine.

. ion of a stakcholder group will be the first s tematic activity. The
beginning of such a group exists now in_the "Secondary Transition Committee."
Representatives from additional, diverse constituency groups will be assembled.

This body will serve as a steering committee for the duration of the project. The

____Formation of a stakcholder grovp will bé thé first sys

committee will work to establish goals and objectives for tramsition programs
throughout the State of Maine. Following the clear articulation and sequencing

of program goals; project staff will develop cvaluation questions to address these

goals and objectives. With the assistance of the stakeholdsr committee, project

staff_will determine which sources can best provide information regarding the
cttainment of these goals. Appropriate instrumentation will then be developed.
Such instrumentation will include surveys, structured interviews, record reviews,

and standard review of relevant documentation. Following construction of
appropriate evaluation instruments, a manunal will be developed that will provide

comprchensive instructions for the conduct of the evaluation. Issues such as

sampling; data collection strategies, and data analysis procedures will be detailed.
~ Three representative LEAs will be selected as field test sites. In these sites
the complete evaluation process will be followed in order to determine the

effectiveness of the assessment, design, methodology, sampling techniques, data

collection, analysis, and interpretation strategies. The evaluation manual and

instruments will be revised with feedback from the field tests.



At thxs pomt a samplc of 40 LEAs w:ll bc nskcd to part:c:patc m thc

StatCdec assessment of impact and effectiveness. A project: staff member-will be

selected to assist with the : aluation in each LEA. Following the collection and
analysis of data, the stake:older committee will be reconvened to assist in tiie
i'ritcrp'r'ctétib'ri of results.

rccommcndatxons on thc 1mpact and effectiveness of transition programs

throughout the State of Maine.

Mﬁjdr components of the transmon proccss to bc cvaluatcd are (1) thc hxgh

school - foundation; (2) transition without special services; (3) transition with time-

limited -Sérvices; (4) transition with ongoing services; and (5) the employment
foundation.

Both proccss and product goals for transition programs will be xdcntxfxcd

and evaluation questions will be derived from the goals.
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"A Study of the Rcléuéﬁshnp of Education and Transition Factors to thé Job

Status of Mildly and Moderately Handicapped Students.”
Project Director:  Wilmer Wise
Cost: Federal Share: $ 89,035

SEA Share: § 59,512

Total: $148,.:7

Project Period:  October I; 1985 to March 31; 1987
Abstract:

____The student sample will be composed of all mildly and moderately

handicapped students (selected from Levels II-V of the Delaware C ..inuum of

Services Model) who left the preparing schools in_June 1985 unde: any e -of

three exit conditions: with diploma; with certificate of completicn. o ~aving

reached maximum age allowed by law:. The estimated number of sti . s to be
included in_the study is 400. These students will have exited from all scncol
types in operation in the State of Delaware: special schools; intensive learnire

centers, part-time vocational, full-time vocational; and comprehensive &
schnols:

- Information will be obtained from a post-high school intervicw, and from
student records and transcripts from three periods of time during high school, at
exit from high school, and at six mont:: after exit from his . school. The
project intends -to describe ‘the program choiczs and course-taking patterns for
the class of 1985 students included in the study, and to establish the level of
concentration of high school vocational preraration. Study variables relating to

employment include (1) the intensity of the Special Education program to which

the student was _exposed; (2) the intensity (concentration) of the vocational

education program to which the student was exposed; (3) successful completion of
a high school driver’s educatior course; (4) programs and course-taking patierns;

and (5) method of exit.

_ The study will adequately describe major variables relating to job status, and
will -examine relationships between_variables.  Inclusion of data for three periods
of time will support analysis of relationships between (1) personal and program
variables and method of exit, (2) method of exit and work status variables, and

(3) pe:sonal and program variables and work status variables.
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Information to be obtained on students will be comprehensive, in order to

enhance interpretability of findings in liht of rivaling hypothcses. Analyses
designed_to describe the status of these students and determine relationships will

be dcsigned to pern:it initial molar analyses for entering the data base dividing

the sample consistent with definit._ns of mild and moderate. Second level

analyses will utilize Federal det:ivitiiins of categories. Finally, analyses will be
designed which consider the ke . seneity within and between these categories.
This latter analysis of students «-° “acilitate the interpretation of data which will

be confounded i, studs=ni cognitive: behavioral, and emotional characteristics and
intensity of service, program placement, courses taken; and job status,

CS
\
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Vermont State Department of Edvsation
"SEA Evaluation Studics.”
Project Director: Theodore Riggen
Cost: Federal Share: $106,844
sgi’ 7757!,,,;- i . NGO
Total: $242,942
Project Period: October 1, 1955 1 March 3i, 1987
Abstract:

ill develop and implement on 4 Statewide basis

The proposed cvaluation

tystem through which the impact and effectiveness of special educati>a programs

and service can be anruaily evaluated ut local; regional; and State levels.

~ Vermont will develnp and ‘mplement s special education cost accountirg
$ystem that will give an accuratc :nd full accownt of all loca:, itate, Federal, and

other capenditurss {or the education of handicapped children and _youth.
Mecasurement systems will be developed and implemented at the locci cducational

level (superiatendency) which will provide data allowing normative comparisons
among superintenusncies. The projsst will develop and implement an external
cvaluation progedure that will validate cost data and normative indicator mezsures
and provide quality evaluation of special education. The result will affect local
educational agency and State educational agency decision makers, insure reliability
of cost data and normative indicator measures, and wii ... note special cducation
programs of high quality. The project will develop : data management system

that collects, stores, reduce:, transmits, and réports evaluation data to decision-

making greups and the prile.

___In order to_achieve the development of a cost accounting system, project
staff in consultation with local educators of special education will construct a list
of special education expenditures that ought to be accounted for on an annual

basis. _ Pencil and computer cost accounting svstems will be developed with the

goa! of moving everyone toward computerized systems.

-~ The data collection instruments and procedures will be studied by one or
more CPA firms which have extensive experience in conducting school district
audits. The CPAs will be asked to analyze the data gathering maierials from a

technical as well as a practical perspective.
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___All materials and procedures will then be field tested. An analysis will be
made at this point of the amount of time involved in collecting and reporting the

desired iscal data.

~ The preject will ider ify and field test many - .. ol indicators to
evaluate special educatior aereby determining the img wd effectiveness of

special education. - For :nc >urposes of this project, thesc measurable variables
are called "normative in”‘ ators." The normative indicators will address inputs,
processes; and outputs - Vermont’s special education programs.  Prioritized

normative indicators will be generated by Vermont’s Special Education Evaluation

Committee: Five local educational agencies, one from each of the five regions in

Vermont; will be selected to implement measuremeént operations for each of the
selected normative indicators. Project staff will then develop a manual that
contains measurement - operations. and responsibilities, reliability procedures,
timelines for data_ gathering; and formats and time lines for reperting data
summaries. Local educational agencies will use the manual to collect and report
data to local and State decision makers. The data will be compiled in normative

form, reporting these to each local educational agency, as well as each local
educational agency’s reference point on each normative indicator relativs to the
over~ll State norms for that school year.

___ Tte project will use the Johnson-Godberry Speciai Education Program
Definition Model as one of the key foundation blocks upon which to build this
evalvation study. Quality indicators will be developed for the 18 Johnson-

God:..ry program clements and measurements systéms for each set of qurlity

indi- ators. A model will then be developed for &xternal site visits to local
cducitional agency speciai education programs o include procedures and
instruments for the reliable asses::nent of each quality indicator. The external

site vis:: model will »z pilot tested in one local educational agency. Based on the
results of the pilot *zst, 2 manual for external quality evaluation and validation of

cost and normative indicator data will be created. About 12 local educational

agencies per _year will rective an external quality -evaluation of  cost and

normative indicator data. This would insure that each Vermont local educational

agency would undergo such evalua n and validation once every five years.

Given the cvaluation and cost data generated by these activities, Vermont

will develop and ficld test a data management system that collects, Stores,
reduces; transmits, and reports evaluation data to decision-making groups and the

public. The framework for tracking the outcomes of external site visits using the
quality indicators, the initial normative indicators, and the cost indicators

provides the framework for a Management Information System which the L. 0ject
will develop.
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Abstrgcts ofiatc Educ:moml Achnchcdcml Evaluition
Studies Program Cooperative Agrecements for FY 83

State/Title Project Director/Address Grant Period; Amount
California State Department Dr. Margarct Scheffelein 10 01783 -03°31/86
Qf Education ) C1l|fornn State Federal - Sl“.*
"Allcrnatwcs to upccnl ~-Department of ,Edujcation SEA - § 81.360
Education Jor Studei:s Special Needs Division Total - $203:900
with Learning Problomse” Room 610

721 Capitol Mall
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-4768

Abstract: The California Statc Department of Education’s cvaluation studyv will
(1) investigate the effcet and cffectivencss of alternative functioning student
study tcam modcls and (2) provide inmplications for potcntmlly refining current
identificatiow vroccdures and cligibility criteria rel- ~d to learning disabilitics and
studgents - 2 ing Special education and related services:

A statisticu: crofile of the referrals -:adc to the studcnt study team will be

documented. . “nc study will vield informition 6.0 Jhe tvpes of llllcri‘Cl!(iOIIS thai
~he. tcams arc rccommcndmg and thc frcquch\ of utilization of cach option,
including reccommended placem:nt in special cducation scrvicer. Students will be
tracked acr'csrdmg to thc IEP Tcams rccommehdations, which may in:ludc special
classcs resource specialists’ programs, designated instruction and scryizes {speech

and language thc'ra’py :ida'ptivc 'physi'cal Cducation or o'th"é.,'ncmr csj otl'r"r
for scrvices.

Aftcr thc studcnts receive thc dcs gnatcd assistance tor a 4-0 moath pcnod thcv
arc re-cvalvated to dctermine if thcv have progrcsscd in their arcas ot nced. The

cvaltnnon Wiii Jtudy succcssful Vs u qsuccessful interventions and ndcnm"\' critical
aspects predictive of intervention outcomcs.
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State,/ Title Project Director/Address Grait Period/Amount

Connccticut State Depait- Dr. Thomas Gi “ing 11/01/84 - 08/31/86
ment of Education , Bureau of Student Scrvices  Federal - $159,399
"Assessing the Impact and Connecticut Statc ~ SEA - $120.480
and Effcctiveness of Dcpartment of Education  Total - $279,879
Critical Variables that P.O: Box 2219
Aftect the Placement of Hurtford, CT 06145
Emotionally Maladjustca (203) 566-3561
Students”

Abstisiet:  The Connccticut Statc Dcpartment of Education proposes to cxaminc
the critical variables related to placement of emotionally _ialadjusted children in
out-ef-district_private facilitics and their return to local school disiricts. The
foilowing critical variables will bz examined: the characteristics of students
placed _in . oui-of-district private facilities; the rclationship between  the
characteristics of public and private school rrograms. and the cmotionally
maladjusted students placed in these programs:. the characteristics of putiic and
private schedl programs that facilitatc. the rcturn of emotionally maladjusted
Students to iocal school districts; funding ch::acteristics of oat-of=district private
facility placements; and  the cost-cffectiven: s of placement i~ out-of-district
private facilitics vs: local schooi districts.

There are five phases to the cvaluation. Ia Phasc I, the study will identify a list
of .indcperdent variables through a review of the litciature. SEA data, and
intervicws with an External Advisory Commitice. Thé master list of variables will
form thc basis for a ficld survey tha: will be conducted by a Likert-type
instrumert to determine if the master list “independent) variables arc related to
the dependent variables. The dépendent variables arc the (1) proportion placed
out-of -distsict, (2) proportion placed out-of-district and returncd to the LEA cach
year, and t3) provortion placed out-of-district in excess of thrce years. The
product of Phasc I is a final definition and measurcment techinigues for assessing
dependent variables. I Phasc i, three sets of instruments will be developed: (i)

an instrument to collect SE4 data, (2) a program survey on LEA district-level
independent. variables, and (3) a case study instrument package. In Phasc Il

data will be collected using the thiee data collection instruments developed in
Phasc 1I. Data analysis will occur in Phasc IV, and reporting in Phasc V.

o
h
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State/Title Project Dirczr  address Grant Pcriod/Aniount
District of Colymbiz Publig Mcurcen Thomas 01/01/85 - 09/30/86
Schogls ~ D.C. Public Schools Federal - $165:833
"Project REMODEL: Rescarch/ Division of Special SEA - 8112,548
Evaluation Model for Education o Total - $278.381
Sccondary Lcarning Dcpartment of EAucation

Disablcd" Webster Administration

Building

10th & H Strects, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

(202, 724-4018

Abstract: The District of Columbia Fublic Schools will examine existing options

for serving lcarning disabled youth ir regular education scttings and the

effec " these options. The instructional options include: (1) regular
Class with idncrant services, (2) recource room help; (3) lcarning center
plac w {4) carcer/vecaiional t-dainin- program with special cducation
s1ppe

The focus of the study will bc on presently Lperating programs that scrve
sccondary Icvel learning disabled students at icast part-time in the mainstream of
the school system: At cach site, information -will be gathered on: (1) the sysiem
of dclivery of services to students, (2) progress o. siudents, and (3) a follow-up
of program graduatcs at the scnior high school Iével to ascertain the degree to
which the program modecls prepared students for postsccondary cxpericnces.  Arcas
for examination in thc system of declivery of services include the k- eping ol
student rccords, thc function of thc multidisciplinary tcam at the- school,
transportaiion. heaith. scrvices, and the availability of opportunitics for
mainstream cxpcricnces.  Obscrvation, questionnaires, interviews, checklisis,
parcnts, review of stucnt progress data, student surveys, and dircet measurenment
of student achicvemer  will serve as the data gathering mcthods.

Data from cach progr m sitc cvaluated will be obtained. The final report will
preserit the findings {. . cach program.
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State/T "ic Projcct ‘DircétdF/Aaafééé Grant Pcriod/Amount

Special Needs Branch 10/0. %4 - 03/31/86

Hawaii State Department :
Education o Statc Department of chcral - $131,706
"Asscssment and Improvement Education SEA - $89.180
of Reclated Services for 3430 Leahi Avenuc Total - $220.886
All Special Education Honolulu, HI 96815

Studcnts” (808) 737-3720

Abstract: The Hawaii State Department of Toa: :mons cvaluation study will usc

the COontext- mputproccss -product (CIPP). mocdcl to cvaluatc sevcral arcas.

Context cvaluatlon will address the need for information about the e¢nvironment in

which rclated services must. function: Through context cvaluation, the social;

political, and cconomic forces that lmpact on the related scrvices systems as a

whole will be identificd and deseribed.

lnput cvaluatmn w1|l a3SCSS thc present usec i systcm rcsourccs A dcscrlptlvc
study of the present system wil analyzc ~:ail. 5l¢ data on cach rclatcd scrvice in

terms of studcnts scrved by handicapping .'?w_.. (frcqucncy and pcrccntagc),
location (rawaii’s Seven cdicational dnstr naturc of scrvice  (direct or

mdlrcct) frcquency of service (avcragc per month, and cost of scrvice per unit).
This information will scrve as a  basc to pi.sn structural changes (c.g.,
redistribution of resources):

Proccss/product cvaluatlon w:ll focus on thec 1dcnt|f1cat|on and solutlon of scrvncc

1mplcmcntatlon problems. A dcscrnptnvc study of the process of providing rc¢lated

scrvices will focus on a small group of studznts from thrcc schools or classrooms

who are representative of the system as a whole. The studernits will be described
in terms of product mcasures and indicators of objective accomphshliiéﬁt Each
student will reccive the planncd related scrvics as indicated in the students’ IEP,
Product mcasurcs will then be taken at the ¢nd of thr ,Jtcdctcrmmcd time

interval to asscss the effectivencss and impact of rclated services.
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State/Title Projecct Dircctor/Address Grainit Period/ Amount

Specialized Educational 11/06/84 - 04/30/86

Department-of Edica Scrvices Fcderal - S 60.000

“The Effectivencss of Iliinois State Board of SEA - $ 33030

Options for Educating Education , Total - $104,030
Lcarning Disabled 100 North First Strect
Students in lilinois" Springficid, IL 62777

(217) 782:6601

Abstract: The Illinois Statc Board of Education’s evaluation study will examine
options that currently exist for serving learning. disabled students in Illinois
within the regular cducational program; and the cffcctiveness of these options.
Alternative dclivery systems will be identified on a continuum, and data on the
number of students served by each will be coliccted.  The study will investigate
the methods vsed to determine the type of delivery i‘or various types of students.

A comprchensive profile .of the Statewide learning disabilitics dclivery systems
based upon the ircidence of various types of students in cach typc of alternative
program, wili be developed. The cvaluation will assess the effcets of participation
in the various types of major remedial delivery systems.




State/Title

Project D)rcctor/kddrcss

Louisiana_Department of Dr. Betty Andcrson 01/01/85 - 06/30/86
Education . Louisiana Dcpartment of rederal - §113,781
"Proposal for a Statewide Education SEA - § 89,108
Evaluation of Early P.O: Box 21’4664’ Total - $202,889

Education Programs for

Handicapped Children in
Eouisiana®

:,;,, - - "

of the early education program for handicapped children in Louisiana.

(504) 342-3633

The Louisiana Dcpartmcnt of Educauon proposcs a Statcwndc cvaluation

The

pnmary focus of data collection will be at the program lcvel, and on program

variations:

include referral,

trcatment, rclated and support services, and placement after exit:
the study include tcachers,

ai'dé's;

assessment,

children, parents,

placcment,;

Data will be collected on all 68 local programs.
1dcmlflcatnon

treatment;

Arcas of concern

duration of
Participants in
asscssment pcrsonncl,

and

central office administrators:

> y"f's so that mparisons can be
made among the programs. When data is neud 5 i. addition i that available
through the Lounsxana thwork of Special Educauo. R+ cords (LANSER), ¢iassroom
obscrvations, timc-on-task, and placement after exit data will be collected.

Child aata will be ucd to. program data for ar:
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State/Title Projcct Director/Address Grant Period/Amount

o Special Education Division Federal - $ 99,853
"An Assessment of the State Department of SEA - 8% 71,857

Massaghusetts Depjriment of  Judith Ricgelhaupt 10/01/84 = 03/30/86

Impact and Zifectiveness "Education Total - 8171,710
of Special Education: Quincy Center Plaza

Summary of Comprehensive 1385 Hancock Strect

Local Evaluation Quincy, MA 02169

Findings" (617) 770-7468

cxamine and aggrcgate the rcsults of special education program cvaluations
independently conducted by local cducational agencies in e Statc of
Massachusctts to identify program impact and effectivencss. A .owprehensive
analysis of information collected at the local level will be conducicd i, provide a
Statcwide perspective.

In Phase I of th- study, all LEAs in the State of Massachusetis wiil i “ayed
to_identify evaluation methods being employed; the reasons for tho nowoton,

suggestions for modification. The project . will report on thesc ¢t -'rsticn
procedures. Those LEAs that us¢ th¢ Managecinent Tool Modcl will submit copics

of their evaluation report’s raw data. A samplic of LEAs will be interviewed; and
thiough the intervicws and sitc obscrvations thc project will determine if results
carrespond with cvaluation findings, and if cvaluation validity is diffcrentially

affected by the type of LEA 1n which the cvaluation was conducted.

In Phase 11, an cvaluation of a represcntative samplc of cvaluations conducted in
Massachusetts LEAs in 1981-1982 using a modificd Management Tool !“vdel will be
analyzed. This process will _provide _information on thc impact of _Spccial

cducation programming upon handicapped students throughout the State. Student
objectives will bc rank-ordercd by leve. of achicvement and intra-district

comparisons will be madc. An cvaluation data basc will be cstablished that will
continué to bc used and cxpandcd by the Massachusctts State Department of

Education for the purpose of longitudinal study.



State/Title Projcct Dircctor/Address Grant Pcriod/Amount

Mmﬁeseﬁ - Thomas Lombard 01701/85 - -06/30/86
Education o Minnesota Department of Fcdcral - $131,938
"The Impact and Effective- _Education SEA - $ 88011
ness of Educational Capitol Square Buxldmg Total - $219,949
Scrvices to Learning Room 813

Disablcd Studcnts Served 550 Cedar Strccet

Within Rcgular Education” St: Paul; MN 55101

(612) 296-4163

Rbs#act Thc ancsota Dcpartmcnt of Educatxons cvaluatnon study wxll

A 7tiiéS§iiibtiVé phasc of the evaluation will describc. trends in placement of

Minncsota stodents in. ED programs Data from 434 school districts on rate of

identification. and growth rate of LD programs .over thc past. 5 ycars will be

described, along with data from lowa and Colorado; and National incidcnce data
from SEP. In the comparative phase, two groups of 10 school districts will be
compared between and within grovps, on nonspccml cduc:mon altcrnauvc scrv:cc‘.
sc..vol effectiveness characteristics, regular cducation curriculum cxpectations, and
rcferral outcomes for full cascload programs. Surveys or rating scalcs «rill be
uscd. to collcct the data. Farticipating school districts will be thosc that werc
identified as ranking highest and lowest on combined servicc and growth rates in
thc descriptive phase of. the cvaluation.. A 10 percent random sample of K-6; LD
students will be comparcd on validity raics for placement, period of time aﬁa age
range, spccial arcas of nced, and cxtent of relatcd services. The dati will be
collcctcd from studcnt rccords An cxpcnmcntal phasc wxll cxammc changcs ovcr

ovcrdcpcndcncc on spcc:al cdu;atxon rcsourccs and mcrcasc the involvement of

rcgular education. Thc SUbJCCtS of thc expc :mcntal phasc of the cvaluatxon mll
be all K-6 students referred for low achievement in a large district or group of
districts using a dccision-making model, and 3 samplc of K-6 studcnts previously
placed in 4 diStrict LD program. All K-6 sitcs will bc asscssed for school
cffcctivencss characteristics and compared with high/low scrvice districts from the
comparative phasec of the evaluation.
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State/Title Project Dircctor/Address Grant Period/Amount

New York Stat Lawrence Glocckler 10/01/83 - 03731786
cpartment Officc for Education of Federal - $ 60,000

"Evaluation of the Impact Childrcn with Handi- SEA - $48.000

and Effectiveness of capping Conditions Total - £100,000

New York State’s Effort N.Y. Statc Departmicnt of

Toward the Provision of Education

a Frce Appropriate Public Education Buiuling Anncx

Education - Evaluation of Room 1073

Sccondary Programming for  Albany, NY 12234

Mildly Handicapped (518) 474-5548

Studens”

Abstract: T- New York State Education Drpastment vill assess the impact and
effectivensss of the curriculam and special cducation -scrvices provided 1o

secondary ivel mildly handicapped students in order to cvaluate the States cffort
toward provision of a frec appropriate public education. The study will cvajuate

the impact and cffectivencss of these programs. and. scrvices in  assisting

handicapped student. "~ achicve credits and pass requircd Statc examinations thot
lcad tc receipt of a diploma or to achicve post-school success, i.c., cmploynicnt
through alternative programs provided by local cducational agencics.

The cvaluation will use a samplc of 75 local school districts in upstate New York
and New York City to answr: cach of the four objectives. Data will be collected
or mild!y handicapped students who cntered sccondary programs in 1980 and 1981

and completed their programs in 1984 and 1985. respectively, in order to devclop
2 ycars of baselinc data. Proccdurces will 1nclude review of mildly handicapped
studen:’ cumulative record cards and academic folders.
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State/Title Project Director/Address Grant Feriod/Amount

Robert J. Sicwert 01701785 - 06/30/86

Edue%ﬁen : Spccial Education and Federal - $121,938
"State Evaluation Consor- Student Services SEA - $ 81:605
tium to Evaluate Special Statec Department of Total - $203,543
Education Services" Education

700 Prmglc Parkwsyv S.E.
aalcm CR - 973]0
(503) 378-2265

ﬂﬁ&met Thc Orcgon Dcpartmcnt of Educatnon :md thc Aiaska Bcpartmem of

Northwcst chxonal Educatlonai I:abroratory Thc study w:ll assess the cffccts of

prOjCCtS in smali rural and mcdium sized school districts, and describe service

Thc prOjCCt wxll collcct und rcvncw cx:stmg documents from a samplc of dnsmcts

conduct a lxtcrature rey ‘cw, and conduct a survey of districts -in Alaska and

Orecgon to be used in the dcvclopmcnt of prototync impact cvaluation designs;
program description protocols, dnd deScriptions of standards. The materials will
be ficld tested, and based on thc ficld test; materials will be revised for use in

the larger scale data collection cffort.. Data will then by collected to answer

spccific questions related to the project objccnves’ How are fundmg models

being used by districts? . Which small; rural schoels ar¢ providing the most

effective scrvices; how much do thcsc servxces cost, and which components can be

uscd ciscwhcrc" How do actual program outcomes relate to current standards-:
how do actual outcomes relate to desired outcomes?

0 How the costmg of prOjCCtS m Orcgon matchcs up to costing

modcls used to fund programs.

e Critcria by which students are assigned to services by

districts.

] Stated goals to actual bétférméhéc

) Which small; rural districts have a good balance of cost w:th
impact.

o Which districts arc diffcrcntiaiiy most and lcast ¢ffective.
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State/Title Project Director/Address Grant Period/Amount

Dr. Greg Kirsch  01/01/85 - 06730786
B Cffice of Supcrintcndent Fcderal - $ 94,950
"Evaluation of Learning - of Putlic Instruction SEA -$77.822
Disabled identification Old Capital Building Total - §172,772
of Washington: Effective- Olympia; WA 98504

ness, Impact and Bias" (206) 753-6733

Washington Su

Abstract: The Washington Superintendent of Public Instruction will evaluate the
potential impact of alternative learning disabilitics discrepancy. formulas in
relation to the alternative educational options available in .EAs in the Statc of

Washington to meet the nceds of children referred for siecial education and

related services.

The cvaluation consists of several phases. Phasc 1 will focus on computer
simulation_of outcomes and expected impacts resulting from applying alternative
LD identification discrepancy formulas. Phase II will determine the pattern of

discrcpancy; scores across achicvement areas and their corresponding level_ of

severity for children rcferred as potentially cligible for special cducation_ and
rclated services. Phasc III will detcrmine the effectivenecss of available cducation

program_options (i.c.; regular, compcnsatory, and special education) for. cducating

the children referred in Phase II. Phasc IV will synthesize the reports prcpared

in Phases I, II, and III into a final report and djsseminate project findings:
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SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF INITIAL DATA ON DEAF-BLIND CHILDREN

_ The Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA) Amendments of 1983 require
the Secrctary of Education to annually collect and analyze data from grantees
receiving funds under Section 0.2, the "Services for Deaf-Blind Children and

Youth:" Section 622 (c)(1) reads as follows:

"Programs supported under this section shall report anfiually to the
Sccretary on (A) the numbers of deaf-blind children and youth served
by age, severity, and nature of deaf-blindness; (B) thé number of
paraprofessionals, professionals, and family members directly served by
cach activity; and (C) the types of services provided." (P.L. 98-199;

Part C, Section 622; 20 U.S.C. 1422)

To facilitate the transmission of this data, all grantees (public or monprofit

private agencies, institutions, or organizations) providing services to deaf-blind

children and youth under Section 622 are requested to annually suimit this
information to-SEP on OMB Form 1820-0532. The regulations pertaining to this
program (34 CFR 307.11 and 307.12) require each grantee to report data on all
deaf-blind children and youth within the State in which the grantee is providing

cither direct service or technical assistance:
___ The count of deaf-blind children and youth generated by the report of
February 1986 is a more accurate count of the total number of deaf-blind children

and youth directly served by the grantees than previously available to SEP.
Informetion from the data forms has been compared with the number of deaf-blind
children and youth reported by-the States under Part B of the Education for All

Handicapped Children Act (EHA-B) and Subpart 2 of Part B, Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as modified by Chapter 1-of the

Education:_Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981, referred to hereafter as

ECIA SOP). This comparison is also required by the EHA Amendments of 1983:
"The Sccretary shall examine thé number of deaf-blind children and
youth (A) reported under subparagraph (c)(1)(A) and by the States;

(B) served by the programs under Part B of this Act and Subpart 2 of
Part B, Title I, of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 (as

modified by Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement